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A G E N D A 

Oregon Environmental Quality Commission 

June 27, 1975 

Second Floor Auditorium, Public Service Building 
920 Southwest Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon 

9:00 a.m. 

A. Minutes of May 23, 1975 EQC Meeting 

B. May 1975 Program Activity Report 

C. Tax Credit Applications 

Public Forum 

WATER QUALITY 

D. Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority List for Fiscal Year 1976. 
Report of Hearing Results and Director 1 s Recommendation 

E. Water Quality Program Strategy for Fiscal Year 1976. Staff Report 
and Public Comment 

AIR QUALITY 

10:00 
a.m. 

F. PUBLIC HEARING: Proposed Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification, 
or Revocation of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits for Air Contaminant 
Sources Located in a Limited Airshed 

LAND QUALITY 

G. Consideration of Adoption of Proposed Temporary Rules Regarding 
Subsurface Sewage Disposal and Pertaining Specifically to Increases 
in Certain Fees, Granting of Variances, Regional Modifications, 
Reduced Setback from Intermittent Streams, and Prior Approvals 

H. Consideration of Adoption of Permanent Moratoriums on New Subsurface 
Sewage System Installations in Certain Designated Areas now under 
Temporary Moratorium. Reports on Hearings in Local Areas and 
Director 1 s Recommendations 

VARIANCE REQUEST 

I. Willamette Industries, Sweet Home ~ Confirmation of Vari.ance Granted 
by Mid-Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority for 3-day one-time 
burning demolition materials 

FIELD BURNING 

J. Status Report and/or Recommended Action 

The Commission will breakfast and lunch at the Hilton Hotel. Breakfast 
will be at 7:30 a.m. 



MINUTES OF THE SEVENTIETH MEETING 

of the 

OREGON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

June 27, 1975 

Pursuant to the required notice and publication, the seventieth meeting 
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00 a.m. 
on Friday, June 27, 1975. The meeting was convened in the Second Floor 
Auditorium of the Public Service Building, 920 s.w. Sixth Avenue, Portland,_ 
Oregon. 

Commissioners present included: Mr. B. A. McPhillips, Chairman; Dr. Morris 
Crothers; Dr. Grace s. Phinney, (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock, and Mr. Ronald M. 
Somers. 

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler R. Cannon, Director; 
Mr. Ronald M. Myles, Deputy Director; and Assistant Directors Mr. E. J. Weathersbee 
(Technical Programs); Mr. Harold L. Sawyer (Water Quality), Mr. Kenneth H. Spies 
(Land Quality); and Mr. Harold M. Patterson (Air Quality). Counsel, Mr. Robert 
Haskins, and several other staff members were also present. 

SPECIAL BUSINESS 

Chairman McPhillips, addressing himself to a letter of resignation tendered by 
the Department Director, Kessler Re Cannon, asked the Commission members to vote 
on its acceptance. MOVING that the resignation be accepted, Commissioner Crothers 
noted that the State owed Mr. Cannon a great debt of gratitude. He commented that 
Mr. Cannou assumed the Directorship at a time of difficult circwnstances and that 
he had performed an excellent job. He opined that it was his belief that the 
DeP,artment had enjoyed an extraordinarily successful legislative session in a period 
when many were predicting the Legislature would "gut" the Department. He noted that 
nothing of the kind occurred, that in fact the DEQ came out with added responsibilities 
and duties. Commissioner Crothers attributed a great deal of this to the abilities 
of Mr. Cannon. He stated that he personally wished to express his gratitude for 
the job done by Mr. Cannon. 

It was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried that the Commission 
accept the resignation of Mr. Cannon as the Director of the Department. 

Chairman McPhillips expressed his personal appreciation for the job 
Mr. Cannon had done and the pleasure he had felt in working with him for the 
limited time Mr. Cannon was with the Department. 

Mr. Cannon thanked the Commission for his rewarding tenure, noting that he 
had greatly enjoyed his association with the Commission, the Department, the 
Legislature, and the people of Oregon. Mr. Cannon opined that he left an 
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excellent staff with the Conunission and that the Department was a better 
Department in structure and posture than it was when he assumed the Director­
ship. He indicated that he was very pleased with the record of the Department 
in the last 15 months. 

Chairman McPhillips, noting that it would be appropriate to elect a new 
Director of the Department in line with the Governor's reconunendation asked for 
the nomination of Mr. Loren (Bud) Kramer. It was MOVED by Dr. Crothers, seconded 
by Conunissioner Hallock and carried that the Conunission approve Mr. Loren Kramer 
as Director of the Department of Environmental Quality, effective July 1,,1975. 

MINUTES OF '.£!!!! ~ ~ 1975 COMMI.SSION MEETING 

There being no conunents or corrections to the minutes of the May 23, 1975 
Conunission meeting, Chairman McPhillips indicated they stood approved as received. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT 

!:!E.!_ Ronald Myles, Deputy Director of the Department, presented the Program 
Activity Report. It was MOVED by Conunissioner Somers, Seconded by Conunissioner 
Hallock and carried that the Department's May, 1975 Program Activity Report 
receive confirming adoption by the Conunission. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It was MOVED by Conunissioner Somers, Seconded by Conunissioner Hallock, and 
carried that the Conunission approve ten tax credit applications as reconunended 
by th.e Director and set forth in distributions to the Conunission. The .applications 
were numbered as follows: T-644, T-645, T-646R, T-649, T-650, T-651R, T-660, 
T-661, T-662, and T-663. 

Wi t.h regard to T-646R, Commissioner Phinney asked if the BRM Company, 
Industrial Wastes, handles other industrial wastes in addition to straw. 
Mr. Ernie Schmidt of the Department's Solid Waste Program replied that the 
company does handle other industrial wastes but he added that the equipment 
claimed in the tax credit application handles only straw activities. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

Mr. Bill Van Dyke of the Oregon Student Public Interest Research Group 
(OSPIRG) addressed the Commission. He said preliminary research results 
indicate problems with the Department's procedures for dealing with the land 
use impacts of federal sewerage construction grants, noting that these grants 
have the potential for an enormous impact on land use patterns in this state. 

Mr. Van Dyke explained that the current procedure, as now followed by the 
Department, to insure that projects comply with land use provisions, is to 
require county commissioners to submit a general statement that their sewerage 
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project meets provisions of j:he county Comprehensive Plan and State-wide Land 
Use Goals and Guidelines. H<i! objected that such procedure does not require 
specific findings on individ11al goals and guidelines or on the comprehensive 
plan showing that the project does, in fact, comply with these requirements. 

Mr. Van Dyke contended that specific findings are important for two 
reasons: (1) Oregon law requires the Department of Environmental Quality to 
carry out its programs which affect land use in accordance with Oregon 1 s land 
use laws, goals and guidelines and (2) counties will be reviewing their 
comprehensive plans to bring them into compliance with state-wide goals and 
guidelines over at least the next year. Until the end of this review, Mr. Van 
Dyke noted, there would be insufficient assurance that counties have .taken 
state-wide land use goals into account in their comprehensive plans. He went 
on to say that the blanket statement of compliance now required does not assure 
that the county commissioners have taken a new and detailed look at their 
comprehensive plan and statewide goals and guidelines in evaluating their 
sewerage projects. Thus, Mr. Van Dyke contended, the Department of Environmental 
Quality does not receive enough information to say with assurance that a given 
project complies with state laws, goals and guidelines. This responsibility 
he contended, it clearly has under ORS 197.180. 

On behalf of OSPIRG, Mr. Van Dyke urged the Commission to adopt a rule, 
under Ors 46b.020(1) which authorizes the commission to adopt rules and standards 
it considers necessary to perform functions vested in the commission by law, 
requiring counties to submit such specific findings. Requiring specific 
findings would assure that all counties follow this procedure, he contended. 
'l'he requirement could provide added protection against problems later in the 
project process similar to those in the South Medford project, he suggested. 
~·hen, he reported, a petition to the LCDC for review of the land use implications 
of the project after EPA had awarded a construction grant to the Sanitary 
Authority was dismissed only after the City of Medford, Jackson County, and 
the Sanitary Authority made arrangements for meetings to work out their problems. 
Finally, Mr. Van Dyke opined, it would provide the Department of Environmental 
Quality with some information to use in evaluating its sewerage program for 
compliance with statewide goals and guidelines as the law requires. 

Mr. Van Dyke stated that OSPIRG would support a request from the Director 
of the Land Conservation and Development Commission to the Department, asking 
for one month's de~erral on the Projects List to allow for a meeting 
to evaluate the land use impacts of the projects. 

Mr. ~Delaney addressed the Commission on behalf of the Honeywood Park 
Homeowners.Association. He described Honeywood Park as a "mini subdivision" 
in the South Portland area. He stated that the subdivision is bordered on 
the south and east sides by Beaverton Creek, with the Aloha sewage treatment 
plant just across Beaverton Creek at the east end of Honeywood Park. 

Mr. Delaney detailed two areas of concern to the homeowners: (1) Beaverton 
Creek is polluted, runs gray-blue to bluish black, gives off offensive odor, and 
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floats solid forms of pollution; (2) the odor from the Aloha sewage treatment 
plant is continual and offensive. 

According to Mra Delaney, as far back as one year, inquiries were made 
as to these conditions to various agencies including the Department. He 
reported that assurances were given of plans (some being implemented) that 
would alleviate these problems. With the plans completed, Mr. Delaney 
contended, the problems exist to the same degree, if not greater. 

Chairman McPhillips asked Director Cannon for a staff report to the 
Commission to see what steps could be taken to alleviate the situation 
described by Mr. Delaney. Mr. Cannon replied that it would be done. 

SEWAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANT PRIORITY LIST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976. 
REPORT OF HEARING RESULTS AND DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION 

Commissioner Somers informed the Commission of a request from the Land 
Conservation and Development Commission that this matter be delayed in order 
to allow them time to comment. He MOVED that the matter be tabled until 
July 10, 1975. Commissioner Hallock seconded the motion. 

Commissioners Somer and Hallock asked Mr. Sawyer what the effect of the 
delay would be. Mr. Sawyer replied that the primary concern in delay would be 
that many projects would be delayed even further from the initial steps 
necessary to develop information to determine where there is a conflict with 
the plan. He opined that some projects would be delayed and that others 
already under way would be stopped. 

Referring to Beaverton Creek, Mr. Sawyer stated that one of the projects 
on the list was the Rock Creek Sewage Treatment Plant and the interceptor lines 
to serve that area. That project was at a very critical stage, Mr. Sawyer 
stated. Failure to adopt the list, he added, could potentially delay the 
project for a year or more in completion. 

Commissioner Somers questioned how ten days could have such an effect. Mr. 
Sawyer contended that the project was running on a critical path construction 
schedule and that timing of construction in relation to the weather could 
cause such an effect. 

Commissioner Crothers questioned the advisability of adopting a list which 
must be forwarded to EPA, but which is still subject to some revision after meeting 
with LCDC. Mr. sawyer replied that the list could be revised by the Commission 
after a hearings process. Commissioner Crothers expressed concern about delaying 
any proper construction and asked Mr. Sawyer whether it would be possible to 
presently adopt the list and arrange a subsequent hearing on possible revisions. 
Mr. Sawyer replied that this was possible. He explained that procedurally 
any project can be stopped where there is a definite concern. The question, 
as Mr. Sawyer stated it, was whether to delay all projects due to concern 
over some. 
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conunissioners Hallock and Phinney questioned whether it was more disruptive 
to tentatively adopt and look forward to a lengthy and complicated hearing 
proc<>ss or to postpone adoption for 14 days. 

Conunissioner Hallock questioned whether the Department had a list of those 
p,rojects with a land use problem or could put one together in 14 days. In 
response, Mr. Sawyer explained that the Department had prioritized identified 
problems and needs. He stated that the way the projects relate to land use 
planning is a question each applicant must answer before receiving a grant. 

Under new EPA rules which go into effect July 1, he added, no work can be 
done which is eligible for reimbursement. Each must have a grant on the 
project's preliminary planning phases. He recalled that, in the past, grants 
were only awarded with the conunencement of the construction phase. Without 
this list's adoption, he noted, the initial steps could not be taken. Many 
of the Department's projects are in this first step planning project, he reported. 

Conunissioner Somers arg.ued the value of the Commission's being certain 
of its direction before any action is taken. 

Conunissioner Somers MOVED to postpone .consideration until the 10th of July. 
This motion was seconded by Conunissioner Hallock and carried by the Commission. 
conunissioner Crothers voted against it. 

~::.,._Christopher Minors, attorney for the Southwest Lincoln County 
Sanitary District, reported that the District was ready to break ground on 
the project and endorsed the reduction in the contingency fund which would 
allow the project's inclusion on the list. He cautioned that each day of 
delay costs an estimated $600 increment in construction expense and urged the 
Conunission not .to delay beyond July 10. 

~ Carolyn Wright of the Oregon Clean Water Project supported the decision 
to postpone adoption.of the frioritization List. 

Conunissioner Hallock was concerned that the suggestion of OSPIRG might 
prove too cumbersome for the counties and asked that a less complex approach 
be considered. 

The Conunission members assured Mr. Cannon that their wish was to have the 
Department Staff meet with representatives of the Land Conservation and 
Development Department during the postponement. 

WATER QUALITY PROGRAM STRATEGY FY 1976 

Mr. Harold Sa~er presented the staff report, pointing out that an annual 
state Water Strategy for review by the Environmental Protection Agency was 
requisite to continued federal funding of the Water Quality Program. He listed 
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the three most visible priorities as lying in the areas of Construction of Sewage 
'l'reatment facilities, efficient permit processing and source rnoni taring, and 
progress in Area Wide (208) and River Basin planning. 

Priorities in the use of s.taff time were s.aid to be an important aspect 
of the str.ategy. The Prioritization· List, whose consideration had been postponed, 
he explained, would, when adopted, be part of the Strategy. 

In response to inquiry by Conunissioner Somers, Mr. Sawyer expressed the 
view that the Commission might well give conceptual approval to the proposed 
Strategy, such approval to include the Prioritization List as it is finally 
adopted on Ju1y 10. 

In response to inquiry from Conunissioner Phinney, Mr. Sawyer explained that 
the Area Wide Waste Treatment Management Planning under Section 208 of the Act 
included planning directed at point source problems as well as non-point sources. 
He lamented the abatement emphasis in the federal program which precluded needed 
preventive measures in many instances. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney·, 
and carried that the Director's recommendation be adopted as set forth in the 
staff report. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

The Conunission went int6 Executive Session to discuss matters of pending 
litigation. 

PUBLIC HEARING: 

PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR AIR CONTAMINANT PERMITS IN LIMITED AIRSHEDS 

Presenting the Staff Report, Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's. 
Air Quality Program drew attention to minor changes the proposed rule had 
undergone since its initial publication. He reported that discussion with 
the Governor's Office, Multnomah County, and the City of Portland had led to the 
question of "Community Benefits" as a desirable criterion. It was suggested that 
any Air Contam.inant Discharge Permit in a limited airshed might await the previous 
granting of a Conditional Use Permit by the appropriate agency to insure that the 
project's community benefits had been reviewed in the latter forum. Also, he 
said, early notice to other agencies that an application is subject to the 
proposed rule would allow them to address the Commission prior to permit issuance. 

Due to the issues discussed above, Mr. Kowalczyk reported, the Director's 
recommendation was to postpone adoption of the proposal until appropriate 
amendments.c;:ould be drafted and placed before the Commission. 

Mr. Martin Crampton of the Multnomah County Planning and Development 
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Commission spoke in behalf of County Commissioner Don Clark. He stressed the 
importance of land use and economic· vitality as considerations which should 
precede issuance of a permit under the proposals. This Community Benefits 
aspect, he suggested, could be implemented by the requirement of adherence to 
land use standards as recommended by the appropriate local planning and 
development authority. He suggested that.the Columbia Region Association of 
Governments (CRAG) could act as such a local authority in the Multnomah County 
area, giving· recommendations for the Department to ·consider prior to the 
issuance of a permit. CRAG was considered appropriate, he said, because pollution 
follows the confines of the airshed and is not confined to any of the lesser 
local boundaries within CRAG jurisdiction. He urged the Commission to call upon 
CRAG for steps to implement his suggestion. 

In response to inquiry by Corrunissioner Crothers, Mr .. Kowalczyk, noting 
that no pending permits would be affected by the rule at the present time, 
suggested that delay in the adoption of the rule would pose no serious problems 
to the Department. 

~ Rich OWings of the Port of Portland objected to the proposed rule as 
insufficiently protective of the economic stability of industry in the Port area. 
He contended that the rule, as proposed, would require the Department to process 
permits in the order of their completed applications, giving incentive for a 
rush of applications. He urged that Community Benefits be given more solicitude 
and preferential treatment be given existing sources. He questioned the Staff 
Report as indicating the Commission might not have jurisdiction to consider 
these aspects of the sources applying for permits. 

Mr. Owings said the Port recognizes the need to integrate regional 
considerations of both air quality and land use. He agreed that CRAG would be 
a beneficial forum for all concerned agencies to effectuate this integration. 
He contended that, once criteria for development were agreed upon, these could 
include the· Department's prioritization of permit applications in limited airsheds. 

He urged adoption of a priority rule which incorporates concern for the 
aforesaid Community Benefits of the applying source. 

Commissioner McPhillips asked what duration of postponement would be 
necessary to draft a proposal based on the Community Benefits .concerns 
expressed. While Mr. Cannon thought that CRAG might well be given thirty days 
in which to respond and give indication of the necessary time, Mr. Owings 
suggested that a rule could be adopted with reference to the desired criteria 
first. This, he said, would put the onus on the affected agencies to promptly 
develop criteria. Commissioner McPhillips was of the view that thirty days post­
ponement, of itself, should provide sufficient stimulus for the concerned agencies 
to provide suggestions for the rule. 

Mr. Cannon noted that there were several alternatives for the implementation 
of the Community Benefits assurances desired but added that opinion of Counsel 
was in order to determine the extent of the Commission's authority along such a 
dimension of regulation. 
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Commissioner Crothers, noting the Conunission's desire to see local 
·planning agencies play a role in allocating the limited future development 
of the affected airsheds, MOVED that the matter be deferred for consideration 
at the Conunission' s regular July meeting and that,. in the interim, a response 
from CRAG be requested with regard to the testimony given. Commissioners 
Somers and Phinney seconded the motion which was subsequently carried. 

RULE ADOPTION: RULES PERTAINING TO REGULATION ~ SUBSURFACE SEWAGE SYSTEMS 

Mr. ~Osborne of the Department's Supsurface Sewage program presented 
the staff report, recalling that the proposed rules recommended by the Citizen's 
Task Force on Subsurface Sewage had been previously before the Commission and, 
with the exception of the "prior approvals" rule, deferred until the present 
meeting. 

It was presently the Department's intention, he reported, to further defer 
action on most proposals until, after statewide hearings, the rules, along with 
amendments mandated by the legislature (SB 34 and SB 297) could be proposed for 
permanent adoption. 

In the interim, Mr. Osborne explained, t9ere was a need for certain temporary 
rules to take effect immediately. These, he reported, dealt with regional 
differences, fee schedules, and variances. 

Commissioner McPhillips questioned the advisibility of adopting rules on a 
piecemeal action and continual amending has an unsettling effect on industry and 
the public. 

Commissioner Phinney StjCessed the need to adopt the amended fee schedules in 
order to avoid the recurrence of financial difficulty due to insufficient fee­
generated revenue9 

Conunissioner Crothers e~press€d concern that variance rules would be needed 
immediately. Mr. Osborne concurred, reporting that the variance law was currently 
in effect. He reported that the Department, upon passage of the rules, would 
immediately appoint acting variance officers to act on applications expected to be 
forthcoming very soon. 

Mr. Cannon pointed out that requests for temporary rules were necessarily 
piecemeal where needed to implement new emergency legislative measures to serve 
the public as quickly as possible. 

Mr. William H. Doak, Soils Scientist and Land Use Consultant, suggested that 
the Commission amendtlie proposed rules to afford reduced fees to parties who 
retain a registered sanitarian or engineer to present detailed plans for govern­
mental review. This, he contended would alleviate the inequity wherein those 
seeking prompt action were required to hire private services and pay, as well, 
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for review by governmental sanitarians. He suggested that this would cut down 
on administrative time spent by the agencies. Twenty-five dollars for review and 
$25 for inspection were suggested as reasonable fees for those submitting 
detailed plans hired in the private sector. Mr. Doak added that the agencies, by 
this method, would not relinquish any of their control or ability to protect the 
public interest. 

Cornrnissioner Somers questioned whether there was adequate regulatory 
assurance of the competency of the licensed sanitarians and engineers to make 
such a suggestion advisable. 

Mr. James Allison, of the CTF urged the Commission to adopt the temporary 
rules on variances so as to take maximum advantage of the building season. He 
reasoned that any imperfection in the temporary rules could be.remedied at the 
time they are superseded by permanent rules, which, in turn, could be the. 
subject of continuing refinement. 

Mr. Steven F. Boedigheimer, of the Jefferson County Health Department 
endorsed the proposal with regard to regional differences as an adequate rule 
which had been neeqed by those in certain eastern Oregon areas. 

Mr. Tam Moore, Chairman of the Jackson County Board of Commissioners, 
addressed the Commission with support for the proposals, pointing out that any 
infirmities could be remedied when permanent rules are considered. He mentioned, 
as one minor area of concern, the possibility that the rules, going beyond 
statutory authority, could be interpreted to extend variances to pit privies. 

Referring to the Staff Report, Commission Somers MOVED that Clatsop County 
be added to the list of counties in Proposed OAR 72-015(4) to charge fees other 
than as set forth in 72-915(1) and that, with this addition, the Proposed 72-010 
and 72-020 of OAR, Chapter 340 be adopted as temporary rules in accor(I with the 
Director's recornrnendation and that the remaining proposals be tabled until July 10, 
1975. The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried, with 
Commissioner Crothers voting against the same. He expressed disagreement with 
further delaying action on the variance rules. 

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION 2!_ MORATORIUMS ON ~ INSTALLATION OF SUBSURFACE 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN AREAS 

Mr. Peter w. Mcswain, Hearing Officer, presented the s_t;aff ~eport resulting 
from ;:;;;yeral public hearings in the areas of moratoriums being considered in 
Josephine, Douglas, Benton, Linn, and Columbia Counties. It waa: the Director's 
recommendation, he reported, that all areas subject to a temporary moratorium by 
Commission action on May 23, 1975 be subject to a permanent moratoriwn with. the 
exceptions of the Fruitdale-Harbeck area of Josephine County, the Deerhaven 
Heights subdivision of Benton County, and the Foster Midway area of Linn County. 
With regard to the former two exceptions, it was recommended that the Commission 
immediately lift the moratoria. With regard to the latter area, no action was 
recommended as another hearing in the area was felt desirable prior to action. 
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Conunissioner Somers expressed concern that, in light of Supreme Court 
holdings. regarding zoning variance notice requirements, it might be improper 
to iinpos~ a permanent ·moratoriurn in any area before first giving notice and 
opportunity to be heard by personal service upon each and every affected 
property owne,r. 

Mr. Mcswain acquiesced in this concern, adding that, should the Conunission 
decline to invoke permanent moratoria where reconunended, it might be desirable 
,to give inunediate relief to those areas where hearings had indicated the local 
government and residents felt no moratoria were needed. He specified Deerhaven 
.Heights and the Fruitdale-Harbeck areas. 

Mr. James Pomajevich, an attorney representing several property owners in 
Deerhaven Heights, assured the Commission that he had indication that virtually 
all of the residents of the Deerhaven Heights area were adequately informed of 
the hearing by word of mouth and through the media. He urged the Conunission to 
inunediately lift the subject moratorium. 

Conunissioner Somers having withdrawn a motion to defer action on the 
moratoria until hearings preceded by personal notice were held; Commissione~ 
Crothers MOVED that the Director's reconunendation be adoptea after amendment 
to read as follows: 

l) Remove Deerhaven Heights from those areas subject to temporary 
moratoria by Conunission action of May 23. 

2) Authorize and instruct the Department to conduct another public 
hearing in the Foster-Midway area of Linn County to determine the 
advisability of a permanent moratorium. 

3) Repeal, by permanent rule and by order of ORS 468,685, the moratorium 
in Deerhaven Heights and in the Fruitdale-Harbeck areas. 

4) Continue intact the remaining moratoria. 

'l.1he motion was seconded by Comm~ssioner Phinney and carried. 

WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, SWEET HOME: AUTHORITY TO CONDUCT ONE-TIME, THREE DAY 
BURNING OF DEMOLITION MATERIALS 

Mr. Frederick Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented the 
staff report and accompanying Director's reconunendation that the proposed burning 
be authorized by the Commission; 

It was MOVED by Conunissioner Somers, seconded by Conunissioner Hallock, 
and carried that the Director's reconunendation be approved. 
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STATUS REPORT: FIELD BURNING 

Mr. Cannon noted that the Governor had stated to the press his intention 
to sign SH 311 (field burning legislation). 

!:!!..:.. Richard Vogt of the Department's Air Quality program reported that, 
in anticipation of the legislation, the staff had prepared registration forms which 
the Seed Council was now distributing to tpe fire marshalls so that acreage could 
immediately be registered. It was noted that July 10, the soonest date when a 
temporary rule could be adopted, was also 1=11e latest day on.which the Commission 
could act to consider acreage allocations. Commissioner Somers felt it 
avpropriate for the Commission to ratify staff's action in setting a public 
hearing for July 1.0 in the matter of l;indings regarding acreage allocation. 

The Commissioners were given a staff report outlining the list of persons 
contacted by. staff with regard to the new legislation, the proposed rule 
revisions, and the direction in which the staff was moving to implement the 
legislation. 

Conunissioner Somers inquired as to the degree to which the Department, in 
management of field burning, was availing itself of the most sophisticated 
services of the U. S. Weather Bureau. 

Mr. Harold Patterson of the Air Quality Program noted that some of the 
weather stations were expanding and additional services, such as reports from 
Coast Guard flights, were be~ng worked into the Smoke Management Plan. 

Emphasizing the value o~ employing fully all of the services available, 
Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Doug Brannock, the Department's meteorologist, 
whether hourly reporting on tjarometric gradients at surface level, winds aloft, 
and other charting such as tljat available to pilots were being used by the 
Department. Mr. Brannock replied in the affirmative, adding that the hourly 
teletyped reports were received in the Department's offices and that the 
Department avails itself of every piece of information the Weather Bureau has 
to offer, including mapping activities conducted by computer from Suitland, Maryland. 
On burning days, he reported, he personally visits a weather station in either 
Eugene or Salem before burning is permitted. 

Commissioner Somers noted that record keeping was desirable to explain the 
Department's actions where inaccurate forecasts cause smoke to be carried into 
populated areas, such as happened in Eugene last season. He asked if it would 
be advisable to have figures on the past accuracy of the wind forecasts as part 
of the information to be used in determining the acreage allocation appropriate 
for the year. It was important, he stated, to insure the people affected by the 
smoke management program that every available scientific technique was being 
employed and to let them know that, despite this, a percentage of failure would 
occur. 
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Mr. Cannon held out the possibility that the Department's track record 
might.exceed that of the Weather Bureau where smoke management was concerned. 
Mr. Brannock added that, on the worst day of field burning pollution in Eugene, 
last year, he had not been satisfied with. the weather bureau's forecast but had 
acquiesced in it anyway. Commission somers expressed some puzzlement as to 
how the Department could improve upon the Weather Bureau in predicting winds. 

It was Chairman McPhillips' notion that the Commission and staff had exhausted 
tlie weather as a topic of conversation. 

Conunissioner Hallock was assured by Mr. Vogt that the o.s.u. "Report on 
Alternate Year Burning" would be available at the July 10 meeting. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, 
and carried tiiat"the Director's recommendation be adopted and that the 
Commission convene a special July 10 meeting to implement its duties under 
SB 311. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney, 
and carried that the Commission retain Mr. Cannon for two months as a consultant 
at full salary. 

There being nothing further, the meeting was adjourned. 



• 

MINUTES OF THE SIXTY-NINTH MEETING 

of the 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

May 23, 1975 

Following the required notice and publication, the sixty-ninth meeting 
of the Oregon Environmental Quality Commission was called to order at 9:00 a.m. 
on Friday, May 23, 1975. The meeting was convened in the Salem City Council 
Chambers, 555 Liberty Street S.E., Salem, Oregon. 

Commissioners present included Mr. B.A. McPhillips, Chairman; Dr. Morris 
Crothers; Dr. Grace Phinney; (Mrs.) Jacklyn L. Hallock; and Mr. Ronald M. 
Somers. 

Department staff members present included Mr. Kessler. R. Cannon, Director; 
Mr. Ronald L. Myles, Deputy Director; Mr. E.J. Weathersbee, Assistant Director 
(technical programs); Mr. Fred Bolton, Assistant Director (regional programs); 
Mr. Harold M. Patterson, Assistant Director (air quality program); Mr. Harold L. 
Sawyer, Assistant Director (water quality program); and Mr. Kenneth H. Spies, 
Assistant Director (land quality program). Mr. Raymond P. Underwood, Counsel 
to the Commission, and several other staff members were also present. 

MINUTES OF THE APRIL 25, 1975 COMMISSION MEETING 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Crothers, seconded by Corrunissioner Somers 
and carried that the minutes of the April 25, 1975 Commission meeting be 
adopted as distributed. 

PROGRAM ACTIVITY REPORT 

Mr. Ronald Myles, Deputy Director of the Department, presented the 
Program Activity Report. 

Chairman McPhillips, addressing himself to the water quality items in 
the report, inquired whether listed gold mining operations were recreational 
or commercial in nature. Mr. Richard Reiter, Southwest Region Administrator, 
explained that the operations were corrunercial placer operations employing 
settling ponds and recirculation techniques. He added that the small 
recreational activities did not require a permit. It was reported that 
there were four commercial operations along the Rogue River whose proprietors 
have been reluctant to communicate with the Department about required permits . 

Commissioner Phinney inquired how many of the municipal sources listed 
on page eight were treatment plants and how many were lagoons. Mr. Harold 
Sawyer, Assistant Director in charge of water quality, stated that he 
understood there was only one lagoon listed, the Winbrook facility in 
Eugene. 

Commissioner Crothers asked that Mr. Myles summarize the Program Activity 
Report so that those present who hadn't read the report could learn of the 
Department's extensive efforts. This was done. 
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Commissioner Somers inquired if permits had been issued to Pe~~t, 
Q_t:egon Steel Mills, and Portland Resource Recovery and received an a-f-
firmative reply. ~···--~---·--,~~~ 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Corrunissioner Hallock, 
and carried that the Commission approve Department action on plans and 
permits for the month of April as reflected in the report. 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, 
and carried that the Commission approve eleven tax credit applications as 
recommended by the Director and set forth in distributions to the Commission. 

·.,i The applications were numbered as follows: T-636, T-638, T-639, T-642, 
T-643, T-647, T-648, T-652, T-653, T-654, and T-657. 

PUBLIC FORUM 

(Mrs.) Marlene Frady of the East Salem Environmental Committee addressed 
the Commission on the subject of HB 2029, legislation dealing with noise 
pollution control. Representing the people who live near the Bethel PGE 
power plant, Mrs. Frady made it clear she did not wish to cast blame and 
would not address the Commission if Dr. Crothers were absent. She asked if 
the comments made by Dr. Crothers before the House Environment and Energy 
Committee on March 25, 1975 regarding HB 2029 were representative of the 
members of the entire Corrrrnission. Mrs. Frady exerpted Dr. Crothers' state­
ments as taken from the tape of the House Environment and Energy Committee 
hearing regarding noise and infrasound. Dr. Crothers reportedly stated 
that, in his opinion, noise is what a person becomes accustomed to and 
depends enormously on individual sensitivity; that noise pollution is not 
the hazard to public health that water or air pollution are; and that PGE 
should acquire larger easement around the plant site. Also, it was reported 
that he expressed concern about the enormous responsibility of the Commission 
in making economic decisions that could involve millions of dollars and 
said he believed any required cutback {due to budgetary problems) , should 
start with noise. 

Mrs. Frady asked the Commission to state its position on HB 2029; 
either for or against. She asked whether or not the Commission supported 
Section 2 of the bill. Chairman McPhillips responded that it is not the 
policy of the Commission to take a stand on any bill. He indicated that 
at various times all the Conunissioners have been asked to answer questions 
regarding bills that affect the Department and have been known to do so. 
He added that no public stance on any bill had been assumed. He noted 
that the Commission does not make laws. Chairman McPhillips indicated to 
Mrs. Frady that her question had been answered by her comment that Dr. 
Crothers signed the register as representing the EQC but did not mark 
"for" or "against". 

Commissioner Hallock noted that it was her recollection that when the 
EQC adopted current noise regulations, it was conjectured that- these would 
protect those in the Bethel project's vicinity. Later, when this conjecture 
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proved erroneous, it was Cornmissioner Hallock's recollection, the Commission 
advised the neighbors of the project to seek legislation empowering the 
Commission to control infrasound. On this basis, Commissioner Hallock 
opined, Mrs. Frady 1 s position was quite understandable. 

PUBLIC HEARING: TO CONSIDER ADOPTION OF ORDER PROHIBITING CONSTRUCTION OF 
SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEMS IN CERTAIN (MORATORIUM) AREAS 

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented 
the staff report. This report mentioned several local areas of previous 
moratoriums on new construction of subsurface sewage systems. It was legal 
counsel's opinion that 1973 legislation vesting in the Conunission power 
to regulate subsurface sewage disposal (ORS 454.605 to 454.745) pre-empted 
the local moratoriums. The Director recommended that the Cornmission adopt, 
both as a temporary rule and as an order pursuant to ORS 454.685, several 
areas of moratorium previously enforced locally. During the 120-day life 
of the rule, it was contended, the Department could hold hearings in each 
local area affected and evaluate the advisability of each moratorium. 

The moratoriums in issue were as follows: 

Jackson County - three areas. 
Josephine County - the Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood sewage disposal 

emergency area. 
Douglas County - the Glide-Idleyld Park area. 
Marion County - City of Donald. 
Benton County - Southwest Corvallis area and the following subdivisions: 

Princeton Heights, North Albany. 
Kingston Heights, North Albany. 
Kingston Heights, 1st Addition, North Albany. 
Strawberry Acres, North Albany. 
Strawberry Acres, 1st Addition, North Albany. 
Country Estates, Lewisburg Area. 
Country Estates, 1st Addition, Lewisburg Area. 
Deerhaven Heights, S.E. of Philomath. 

Linn County - Midway-Foster area. 
Columbia County - Scappoose dike land septic tank ban area. 

Mr. Osborne noted that, on May 16th Jackson County officials, after a 
detailed preliminary study, had conducted a hearing on the advisability of 
the Jackson County moratorium. The conclusions flowing from that hearing 
were that the proposed moratorium area in Jackson County was no longer 
needed. Mr. Osborne contended, by way of a revised Director's recommendation, 
it was unlikely a Departmental hearing would yield results differing from 
those advanced by Jackson County. For these reasons Mr. Osborne reported 
the Director's recommendation to delete Jackson County from the list of 
moratoriums sought to be invoked by temporary rule. 

Cornmissioner Hallock asked whether or not Jackson County had used 
topographical health overlay maps in coming to its decision about the 
moratorium. Mr. Osborne replied that Jackson County_officials were present 
to give a full account of the procedure they undertook. He added that the 
Department did not have topographical health overlays for the areas in 
question. 
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Mr. Tam Moore, Chairman of the Board of Commissioners for Jackson County, 
summarized a study conducted with regard to the proposed Jackson County 
moratorium area and presented the conclusions and recommendations resulting 
from that study. They were as follows: 

1) Even though the previous epidemic levels of infectious hepatitis 
have subsided, no meaningful conclusions can be drawn concerning th·c 
effect of the moratorium in bringing about this fact. 

2) The unworkable backlog of sewage disposal permits existent in 1973 
has since been overcome. It is not expected that the removal of the 
moratorium would cause more than a temporary short-term increase in 
the workload of the sanitation section of the Department of Planning 
and Development. 

3) Nearly one-third of the moratorium area has soil characteristics 
offering at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on 
five acres. 

4) Sewer lines installed since 1973 presently or will soon serve about 
900 homes and businesses, a high percentage of which were previously 
served by subsurface systems within the moratorium area. 

5) Approximately 350 acres (2.5 percent) of the moratorium have been 
annexed by the cities of Medford and Central Point, and are subject 
to municipal services. 

6) Countywide zoning adopted in September 1973, in concert with the 
Comprehensive Plan adopted in June 1972, precludes new residential 
development at densities not supportable by soil conditions, unless 
public water and sewer services are available and public need can 
be demonstrated. 

7) Of the 3,411 existing lots of less than five acres in size within 
the moratorium area, only 599 or 18 percent are undeveloped at the 
present time. Of this number, nearly 100 are within soil areas offering 
at least a 35 percent chance of finding a suitable site on five acres. 

8) Potential "prior approval 11 subsurface disposal permit applications 
within the moratorium area number only about 50-, and are not· concentrated 
in any particular location. 

9) The question of possible health hazard stemming from the cumulative 
effect of otherwise individually acceptable subsurface systems cannot be 
answered without extensive monitoring, testing, and other research 
techniques beyond present capability. 

10) The moratorium has served well the purposes for which it was 
established; however, it does not seem to sufficiently meet the require-
ments of present law to justify its continuation. - -- ---- -------
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Based on these findings, the Moratorium Study Committee did, on May 14, 
1975, unanimously recommend that the Septic System Moratorium of March 21, 
1973 be lifted. 

Chairman McPhillips inquired if a reported dispute over the South 
Medford sewer project of the Bear Creek Sanitary Authority would have any 
effect on the provision of sewer service to certain areas in the proposed 
moratorium. Mr. Moore replied that, though a suit was pending in federal 
district court, the project was almost completed and, in his opinion, would 
soon be a matter of fact. It was added that a series of negotiationsinvolving 
the V·;rest Side sewer project v1ere undenvay. It was noted 1 however1 that the 
sewer would not affect the moratorium area. 

Commissioner Hallock, upon asking Mr. Moore if any orchards would be 
damaged by sewer trunk lines, received the answer that Mr. Moore was unaware 
of any such problem. Mr. Moore noted that the City of Medford annexed one 
orchard and was removing the trees. Mr. Paul DeBonny, Administrator of the 
Jackson County Department of Planning and Development, explained that Bear 
Creek Valley Sanitary Authority, the City of Medford, and Jackson County 
had entered into an agreement to spend a 120 day period studying resolutions 
toward land use planning designed to protect existing agricultural interests 
as much as possible. Commissioner Hallock noted that Senator Hannon had 
stated that orchard owners were complaining of possible interruption of 
their use by sewer projects. She asked if any action proposed for the 
Conrrnission today would exacerbate this problem. Mr. DeBonny answered that 
this was not the case. 

Conrrnissioner Somers asked if anyone representing the Bear Creek 
Sanitary Authority was present and received a negative answer. He then 
asked if Mr. Moore could enlighten the Commission on other general problems 
in the Jackson County area. Mr. Moore offered to discuss these matters 
with Conrrnissioner Somers at lunch or some other time, noting that a public 
hearing was in progress and that he did not wish to consume more than tl1e 
appropriate amount of the Commission's time. 

In response to inquiry from Chairman McPhillips, Mr. Moore stated that, 
absent the moratorium, the County would proceed to receive applications from 
owners in the moratorium area which would be reviewed on their merits. 
Applications not conforming tO existing Commission rules would be denied, 
he assured Chairman McPhillips. Chairman McPhillips asked if the Jackson 
County would be served by the Commission's invoking a moratorium and 
granting a variance procedure from the moratorium to the County. Mr. 
Moore replied that he found little substance to support the adoption of 
the moratorium and suggested that the Commission's current rules, combined 
with any legislation with regard to variances which might be forthcoming, 
would serve better. 

Conunissioner Crothers asked if, given the. deletion of the.moratorium, 
Jackson County planned to proceed on standard rules governing subsurface 
sewage system installations and contemplated no variance procedures in the 
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moratorium areas. Mr. Moore replied that, absent delegation of authority 
to Jackson County as a contract agent of the DEQ, the County would have no 
authority to proceed with variance permits. 

Cormnissioner Somers asked if it was the conclusion of those conducting 
the investigations in Jackson County that the previous moratorium had, in 
fact, reduced the incidence of hepatitis. Mr. Moore replied that this was 
not the conclusion; that it was concluded that the moratoriw.u 1 s effect could 
not be evaluated positively or negatively with regard to hepatitis cases. 
He added that the incidence of hepatitis had abated within and without the 
moratorium area.. 

Mr. Richard Reiter, Administrator of the Department's Southwest Region, 
agreed the moratoriwn should be deleted due to the imminence of sewer service 
in much of the moratorium area, and the responsible management exercised by 
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development. He added, however, 
that it was the intent of the regional office to coordinate with Jackson 
County during the coming winter and discover whether certain small geographic 
"pocket11 areas would appropriately be subject to a later, much smaller, 
moratorium. 

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter would explain the circumstances 
in Jackson County leading up to the moratorium. Mr. Reiter stated it was 
his understanding that intense development prior to 1973 was dealt with 
under less stringent rules than those currently in effect. The result, 
he said, was the evolution of a problem with which the local people dealt 
through invoking their own moratorium. 

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter was, in essence, saying that, 
under the current stringent rules, there was no need for a moratorium in any 
area of the state. Mr. Reiter responded that there was, in his view, a need 
for a moratorium in those areas where, even though individual lots might 

v' qualify under the present rules, it was undesirable to encourage new develop­
ment in an area ridden with health and pollution problems. He stated that 
this rationale would apply to two other moratorium areas in Josephine and 
Douglas Counties upon which he wished to comment later. 

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Reiter predicted no wholesale installa­
tion of septic tanks after the moratorium was removed and whether Mr. Reiter 
thought that State and federal planning and grants would be used to help 
the local people provide sewer service. Mr. Reiter replied he did not expect 
the problem to recur, given local efforts to abate the problem and the 
stringency of current Commission regulations on subsurface sewage. He 
added that many of the houses in the area were over 30 years old and that 
the problem, which was essentially solved, had been a problem of long­
standing with older facilities. 

Mr. Ji-m Pomejavich, an attorney representing ce_rtain ·property owners in 
the Deer Haven Heights Subdivision in Benton County, near Philomath, ad­
dressed the Commission. Mr. Pomejavich contendeg_ th!' _p:r:olo_J,e_m in_ the pro_J:JQ_Ei<OL __ 



- 7 -

moratorium areas could be handled under existing rules on a case by case 
basis. He argued that the problem was an "acre by acre" pro·blern, not 
deserving of a blanket moratorium. It was pointed out that a moratorium 
which included lots otherwise suitable for septic systems was tantamount to 
condemnation of those lots. He conceded that Deer Haven Heights, a sub­
division said to con-tain approximately 100 acres in some 30 lots, had low­
lying areas clearly unsuited for septic systems. On the other hand, he 
argued, a community sanitation study of the area clearly indicated that some 
of the property on higher ground could adequately support a septic system. 
He added that several systems in the area now were functioning perfectly 
well on lots varying from one to five acres in size. Mr. Pomejavich 
conjectured that Benton County health officials felt existing rules would 
allow for competent handling of Deer Haven Heights. He noted that some of 
the people he represents were sure the.ir property would not support a septic 
system. On the other hand, he argued, some of his clients had properties 
which could support a septic system and should be allowed one. 

Mr. Pomejavich asked the Commission to explain what variance procedures 
would be available should a moratorium be invoked. Mr~ Cannon answered 
that current legislation (SB 34) would, if enacted, provide the Department 
and the Commission with powers to adopt rules for variance procedures 
previously unauthorized. He went on to explain that, under the proposed 
legislation, variance officers with expertise in soils sciences and sanitary 
systems would be named. The Department and the Commission, he said, would 
adopt rules specifying the methods to be used in naming variance officers 
who in turn would be empowered in specific cases to approve variances from 
the existing rules. Mr. Pomejavich predicted that, under this legislation, 
it would take the Commission and the Department from six months to a year to 
adopt the requisite rules and appoint personnel to begin considering variances. 
He asked if there were any interim relief by way of variance which would 
be available to residents of Deer Haven Heights in the event the moratorium 
were invoked. 

Commissioner Crothers responded that, in his view, variances were not 
contemplated where a blanket moratorium was in effect. He added that these 
moratoriums had first been invoked by local authority and asked if Mr. 
Pornejavich was representing a local governmental agency. Mr. Pomejavich 
answered negatively, adding that he believed Mr. Heydon from Benton County 
was present and could be heard on the subject of loca.l government's position. 

Commissioner Somers inquired of the possibility for further subdivision 
in Deer Haven Heights, and its attendant increase in density of septic 
systems. Mr. Pomejavich responded that in his believe, under current zoning 
the minimum lot size would be five acres, leaving very little room for 
further subdivision in the area. He added that under previous zoning 
regulations some lots as small as one acre were developed. 

Mr. Pomejavich proffered to the Cormnission a report on the sanitation 
study done in the area and a topographical overlay of the area which 
demonstrated that both high and low elevations were present in the subdivision. 
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He suggested that, if the moratorium were adopted, the Commission should 
order the Department to conduct a public hearing in the affected area, not 
simply authorize the Department to do so. 

Conunissioner Somers inquired why, given the previous regulations 
imposed by the Health Department, the problems now existing in Deer Haven 
Heights had occurred. Mr. Pomejavich replied that the Health Division's 
regulations had been subject to various changes and might have been in­
adequate during some previous term. Conunissioner Somers opined that the 
rules had not changed to any great degree. Mr. Pomejavich added that 
there was always a risk of individual error in the interpretation of the 
rules. Commissioner Somers inquired as to the possibility that sewer service 
might be extended to Deer Haven Heights and received the answer that, in Mr. 
Pomejavich 1 s opinion, it was unlikely given that the nearest sewer trunk 
line was some two and a half miles away in Philomath. Mr. Reydon concurred 
in this view. 

Commissioner Somers inquired as to the average value of the tracts in 
Deer Haven Heights and received Mr. Pomejavich 1 s estimate that $1,000 to 
$2,000 per acre would be a conservative guess. Mr. Pomejavich said that he 
knew of one owner holding 10 acres who had received an offer of $15,000 for 
the land alone. He added that some of the residences were probably $50,000 
to $60,000 in market value. Commissioner Somers inquired what would be the 
benefit in owning an expensive house if the septic system were working 
improperly. Mr. Pomejavich replied there were evidences of failure but no 
residence had been condemned and he knew of no problem which could not be 
corrected. 

Directing the Commission's attention to Exhibit 18 of the staff report 
(an older map of Deer Haven Heights), Mr. Pomejavich pointed out several 
lots which had experienced septic tank problems and noted that in each case 
the lot was on low ground. Mr. Pomejavich then pointed out several lots 
which had experienced no malfunction and which were all on higher ground. 
In response to Commissioner Somer's inquiry, Mr. Pornejavich pointed out that, 
while he had been referring to lots with septic installations which had not 
experienced trouble, there was much undeveloped high ground left in the sub­
division which, in his opinion, could support new septic systems. 

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Pomejavich pointed 
out that there were approximately 20 homes in the Deer Haven area, leaving 
the potential for development of approximately 15 more. lots. He assured 
Commissioner Hallock that some of these undeveloped lots would not be developed 
under existir1g septic tank installation requirements and contended that the 
Departrnent 1 s rules governing septic tank installations would insure freedom 
from health and pollution hazards in the remaining cases. 

Answering a question of Commissioner Phinney, Mr. Pomejavich stated that, 
of those he represented, only 2 presently owned dwellings in Deer Haven Heights. 

Chairman McPhillips asked Mr .. Pomej~vich for_ an estimate as to how much 
construction would take place in the Deer Haven area during- -the -next- 120 days 0

-

wi th no moratorium. Mr. Pomejavich stated that he knew of one, and perhaps as 
many as three, applications for permits that would be filed immediately. He 

_added that he did not know if all of these applications_ would be found a_c-
ceptable under current rules, and predicted that at least olie .of them woul-d be 

_ ~Qund acceptable and result· in immediate· cormnencemen.t·~-;o-f' construction.· 'Mr. ___ _ 
_ Pomej avich c,;utioned thatof the 17 .re,;,;ini,;:g:-_;_,-;_de,;:elop~d l~t-;, --in the area, 

he only_;repres_El_n_t_ed __ a_ few ovmers and coul_d not speak for the intentions of___ 
the remaining owners. He asked that the Cormnission call upon Mr. Heyden 
of Benton County to be sure that he had not unintentionally mis~tq,_ted_ Benton 
County's view in the matter. 
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Mr. Roger Heyden, Benton County Sanitarian, presented the Connnission with 
written testimony prepared by his office with regard to areas of moratorium 
proposed for Benton County. He stated that the Commission could examine the 
testimony at its leisure but that he wished to comment fully on the Deer Haven 
Heights area. Mr. Heyden referred to a detailed study conducted jointly 
by the State Health Department and his office during April of 1974. He 
noted that, as of the present, there were 22 single family dwellings in the 
area and that subdivision since 1968 had resulted in a total of 37 lots, 
developed and undeveloped, in Deer Haven Heights. Zoning ordinances effective 
August 1, 1974, he reported, left an outlook of continued low density population 
in the area due to the minimum lot size of 5 acres now required. Mr. Heyden 
stated that lot sizes ranged from approximately one acre to greater than five 
acres and that the area topography involved sloping in all directions, ranging 
from 3 degrees to 10 degrees. He reported a predominant slope influence to the 
southwest. Mr. Heyden went on to state that the predominant soil type had 
ap~rrneability of .06 to .2 inches per hour(low permeability) 14 to 39 inches, 
due to a relatively heavy clay-loam texture. He noted that the southwest portion 
of the area had a soils classification involving less permeability than the rest 
of the area, .06 to .2 inches per hour at 18 to 20 inches. Mr. Heyden said the 
soil classifications were from soil conservation charts and might vary within the 
Deer Haven Heights area. Dealing with adverse geological and water table formations, 
Mr. Heyden explained that the sloping toward the southwest formed a natural 
bowl which resulted in perched water tables at the restrictive depths during 
certain times of the year. He reported that well logs in the area, an area 
supplied primarily by individual sources, indicated adequate water supply at 
the present time. He mentioned the proximity of one community system whose 
capacity was unknown, and the prediction that future development of Philomoth, 
two and a half miles away, would not result in community water from that quarter 
being supplied to Deer Haven Heights in the near future. A stream one half mile 
from the Deer Haven Heights was not considered a major surface water source. 
Mr. Hayden reported that 36% of the 22 houses investigated in the survey had 
failing systems. He added that attempts to correct the failing systems could 
not be evaluated at the present time. It was the opinion of Mr. Heyden's office 
that the area must be restricted to low-density development to accomodate sub­
surface sewage installation systems. 

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Somers, Mr. Heyden stated that the 
present rules gave neither difficulty of understanding nor difficulty of enforce­
ment and would, in his view, be adequate to protect Deer Haven Heights in the 
absence of a moratorium~ 

Commissioner Somers asked Mr. Heyden why it was necessary to have blanket 
moratoriums in any of the areas of Benton County, given the case by case possibilities 
of administration of the current stringent rules. Mr. Heyden replied that, in 
his belief, the moratoriums had arisen from a local philosophy wherein it was 
determined better to restrict further development in areas which already experienced 
a health problem, even though the restriction might include lots which otherwise 
would be suitable for septic tank installation. Commissioner Somers questioned 
whether or not this amounted to inverse condemnation. 



Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Heyden what would be the desire of the 
Benton County government in this matter and received the reply that, in Mr. 
Heyden's understanding, local government would prefer that local hearings 
be conducted with regard to each moratorium area. Commissioner Crothers asked 
if this meant they would have the Commission continue the moratorium in each 
of the areas until such time as local hearings could be conducted. He received 
an affirmative answer. 

Commissioner Crothers asked Mr. Cannon what would be the time span necessary 
to conduct the requisite local public hearings and learned that the Department 
would attempt to conduct the hearings within a month and report on them June 27th. 

Noting that past rules had resulted in a 36% failure, Commissioner Phinney 
asked Mr. Heyden what, in his professional opinion, would be an acceptable 
percentage of failures. Mr. Heyden replied that, on a statewide basis, he did 
not think a 20 to 25 percent failure rate on septic systems installed since 
1968 was an uncommon occurrence. Commissioner Phinney stated that, while this 
percentage might not be uncommon, it was hardly acceptable in view of the 
investments lost by those 20 to 25 percent of the people installing the systems. 
Mr. Heyden agreed and noted that, in his view, the previous rules had been vague 
and unmanageable and predicted the present rules would improve upon this 
percentage. 

In response to Commissioner Somers:' question, Mr. Heyden stated that 
his experience in interpreting th.e rules had gone back to 1966. Commissioner 
Somers noted that Mr. Heyden had considerable experience in the field and added 
that it should be remembered that many septic systems would fail over a protracted 
period of time. Mr. Heyden agreed with this assumption. He said he felt there 
was a concensus of opinion amoung those in the field that there were now definable 
standards and concurred with Commissioner Somers that the enforcement of these 
standards would result in increased longevity for septic systems. Mr. Heyden 
added that, at the time the local moratoriums were invoked, the standards had 
not been satisfactory. Mr. Pat Emmons, owner of property in Kingston Heights, 
stated that he had a subsurface sewage disposal permit for his Kingston Heights 
property prior to the moratorium and urged that, if the commission found Benton 
County authorities capable of handling Deer Haven Heights under existing rules 
without a moratorium, the same considerations would apply to Kingston Heights. 

Mr. Robert Steel presented himself as a homeowner in Kingston Heights who 
had been victimized by a poor septic system installed to serve a home he had 
purchased. He stated that within 30 days after his purchase of this brand new 
home, a septic problem was apparent. He said there were many problems in the 
Kingston Heights area similar to his. Mr. Steel stated that he had $35 1 000 
invested in a house which by rights should be condemned and asked who protects 
homeowners from such catastrophies. Mr. Steel said subsurface sewage had 
risen in his backyard, rendering it impossible for him to build a fence in the 
backyard, plant a garden there, or otherwise enjoy the backyard. 

In response to Commissioner Somers' inquiry, Mr. Steel stated that he had 
been in the house since February of 1974.and that he had discovered that the 
warranty required for new houses contained several loopholes which made it 
impossible for him to obtain any redress against the seller of the house. Mr. 
steel reported that the builder was going bankrupt and he was unable to obtain 
satisfaction from that quarter. He said efforts to move against the required 
$2,000 bond had been frustrating. Commissioner Somers noted that a $2,000 bond 
was hardly sufficient to secure a $35,000 investment. 
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Mr. Steel contended that there had been too many problems in the Kingston 
Heights area to permit further construction and urged that the moratorium be 
invoked. He argued there had been too many unexplainable mistakes involving 
new septic systems to risk further installation. 

He informed Commissioner Phinney that there were approximately 30 houses 
in the area and that he did not know the exact number of houses experiencing 
septic problems because there was a tendency in the neighborhood to keep the 
matter quiet. He reported that there had been instances of the sale of houses 
with faulty sy~tems which left the buyer with the problem. Because of his 
propensity to bring the matter out into the open, Mr. Steel said, many of his 
neighbors declined to associate with him. 

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Crothers, Mr. Steel reported that 
current discussions going on with Albany indicated that it would be 5 to 10 
years before sewer service could be made available for the Kingston Heights 
subdivision. He added that the indications at present were that the Kingston 
Heights area would have to be annexed to the City of Albany before sewer service 
would be available. In response to Commissioner Somers' inquiry, Mr. Steel 
reported that he lived on Woodcraft Street in the First Addition of Kingston 
Heights on Lot 3, Block 6. He reported this was a low-lying lot at the foot 
of the hill surrounding the subdivision. Mr. Steel said his home was built 
in the latter partof 1973 and he had moved into it in February of 1974. Mr, 
Steel emphasized the catastrophic effects of situations where builders construct 
houses for sale to innocent persons, leaving buyers with the problem. He 
noted that in one instance in his heighborhood a faulty system would not receive 
any redress because the builder was now bankrupt. He mentioned the effects 
on family life that evolved from the unpleasant oder and the unavailability 
of the land for normal recreational uses or gardening purposes. Mr. Steel urged 
the Commission to contemplate such circumstances prior to making any decision 
on the advisibility of the moratoriums. 

Mrs. Edna Richards of Linn County addressed the Commission with regard to 
the proposed moratorium in the Foster-Midway area. She inquired as to what 
percentage of septic tank failure was considered a health hazard and received 
an answer from the Department's Mr. Osborne that, in his recollection, something 
on the order of 20% was the threshold used by the state Health Division. 
Commissioner Crothers added that a single failing septic tank did constitute 
a health hazard. 

Mrs. Richards asked if she correctly understood the Benton County Sanitarian 
to have stated that septic tanks in a moratorium area had been repaired after 
the invocation of the moratorium and received an affirmative answer. Mrs' 
Richards reported curiosity as to why, she had been informed by the Linn County 
Sanitarian that the moratorium precluded undertaking repairs of septic systems, 

Mrs. Richards objected that she was being forced to annex to the City of 
Sweethome while the city predicted it would take anywhere from 5 to 20 years 
before sewer service would be provided and that in some areas of Foster-Midway 
sewer service would never be p:rovided. Chairman McPhillips told Mrs. Richards 
that this problem was one which the Commission could not address. Mrs. Richards 
replied that she understood but wished, in any event, to bring it to the Commission's, 
and the public's attention. 
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Mrs. Richards also inquired as to what "strings" would be attached to the 
City of Sweethome's provision of sewer service to her area, Mr. Cannon assured 
Mrs. Richards that as soon as plans were completed in this area everyone 
concerned would be informed whether or not they had to hook up, what amount of 
property assessment would be involved, what the sewer charges would be, and so 
forth. He added that legislation currently pending would involve an economic 
assessment of annexation-as well as a health hazard assessment and permit the 
municipality, in appropriate cases, to avoid annexation if it appeared that 
the cost to the city of annexation and provision of services would be impossible 
to restore through the imposition of assessments. 

Mrs. Richards stated that much of the problem in their area was caused by 
poor drainage and asked that consideration be given to improvement of the 
drainage system along Highway 20. 

Commissioner Somers urged Mrs. Richards to inform herself of what the 
regulations are with regard to repair of systems and noted that repair was 
permitted where it did not involve expansion of the facility, Mr. Cannon 
added that it was his understanding that when a moratorium existed, repair 
which did not contemplate expansion of the system would be perfectly permissible 
and asked that Mrs. Richards talk with him after the hearing so that her mis­
understanding could be ironed out. 

Mr. C. William Olson of Jose:r;ihine~County Health Department addressed the 
Commission, He pointed out that the boundary of the Josephine County moratorium 
area (Fruitdale-Harbeck-Redwood) was inaccurate as reflected on the Department's 
exhibit 3 of the staff report in that it included an area which was serviced 
by sewer. Mr. Olson reported that everything west of Allan Creek was hooked 
up to sewers and no longer in need of moratorium action. Mr. Olson stated that 
the remaining area involved land which would not qualify for subsurface installa­
tion under existing rules, leaving no possibility for development even in the 
absence of a moratorium. Consequently, it was reported, Josephine County Board 
of Heal th, in a, meeting one month previous to the Commission meeting, had 
decided to take no stance whatever on the Commission's decision with regard 
to continuing or discontinuing the moratorium. 

Commissioner Somers asked if Josephine County had made a predetermination 
that the entire area was not fit for septic installation without examining it 
lot by lot. Mr. Olson replied that the area had been accepted by the people 
as a problem area for many years now and there was no pressure at all to grant 
permits for septic tank installations in the area. He added that it was part 
of the Redwood Sewer District and plans to service it were just getting under 
way. He alluded to a survey taken in 1970 which indicated a failure percentage 
as high as 40 percent for the area. Mr. Olson assured Commissioner Somers that, 
without qualification, there was not a lot in the proposed area which under current 
subsurface sewage regulations, would qualify for a permit. He added that it 
had been the custom to conduct tests during high-water, winter season in the 
area and that these had always had disqualifying results. Restrictive layers 
and winter water tables prevented their qualification, he reported, 

In response to inquiry by Mr. cannon, Mr, Olson reported that the Jos.,phine __ 
County ordinances required hookup to sewers if the sewer was within 160 feet of 
the property line, He stated that no new septic installations would be permitted 
in that part of the moratorium now serviced by sewers and that existing systems, 
if found failing, would be required to hookup regardless of cost or distance. 
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commissioner Somers asked if, under current rules, the permit applicant 
could be made to wait until the winter season prior to the decision whether 
to grant or deny a permit. Mr. Olson replied that, under current regulations, 
questions about the winter conditions could result in deferral of an application 
for purposes of winter testing and conceded that there had been some complaints 
about this process which had not thus far been extremely adamant. He cited 
realtors as the group complaining most. Mr. Olson added that the area was 
virtually one hundred percent given to winter failures and that few failures 
occurred during the summer dry season. He stated that the Health Department 
had not been overly stringent in attempting to correct existing failures due 
to the probability of sewer service to correct the problem in the near future. 

Mr. Dick Lermon, Marion Co. Health Department, addressed the Commission with 
regard to the moratorium proposed for the City of Donald. Mr. Lermon pointed 
out that the City of Donald had experienced little regulation in earlier days, 
had problems involving hookup of sewer facilities directly to drainage systems, 
had invoked its own moratorium in April of 1974, and had undertaken a sewer 
study. On these considerations, Mr. Lermon urged the Commission to invoke a 
moratorium in the City of Donald until such time as municipal sewage collection 
and treatment becomes a reality for Donald. 

Commissioner Somers inquired if he had heard correctly that some systems 
in Donald were hooked directly to storm sewers without the intervention of 
a septic tank. Mr. Lermon affirmed that there was evidence of this along with 
evidence of other extremely obsolete practices. Mr. Lermon noted that most of 
the houses in Donald were very old. Commissioner Crothers noted that many of 
the houses in Donald were 50 years old or more. Mr. Lermon added that the 
majority of the lots in Donald were between 7,000 and 10,000 square feet, small 
lots which tended to exacerbate the situation. 

Mr. Lermon and Commissioner Somers concurred that most of the lots of Donald 
would not qualify .for septic system installation under current rules. Commissioner 
somers inquired if lot owners whose property would qualify, should be considered. 
Mr. Lermon responded that, with the extremely high winter water table in the area, 
he did not believe that any lots would qualify. Commissioner Somers then asked 
what would be the need of the moratorium. Mr. Lermon said that while it was a 
matter of opinion, his office's position was that a moratorium should be invoked 
as a safeguard. 

Richard Reiter, administrator of the Department's Southwest Regional Office, 
addressed the Commission with regard to the proposed moratorium in the Josephine 
County area, noting that in the Fruitdale-Harbeck area success had been obtained 
in attempts to provide sanitary sewer service. Mr. Reiter added, however, that 
in the Redwood area there was not sufficient sewer service at present. Mr. 
Reiter reported that the EPA's requirement of an EIS for the proposed Redwood 
sewer project was causing delay in the project's completion. In the interim, 
he stated, the area was still besieged with numerous failing systems-and the 
rationale to the original moratorium was still valid. On these considerations, 
Mr. Reiter urged the moratorium be invoked for at least six months to enable local 
hearings to take place which might result in the resolution of some of the delays 
in the sewer project and might result in changes of the moratorium boundaries 
where the same were found appropriate. 
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Referring to Mr. Olson's estimation that none of the Redwood area lots 
would qualify under existing rules, Mr. Reiter contended that this would not 
be known for sure until each individual lot was evaluated. He then stressed 
the importance of a moratorium to preclude the introduction of new people in 
an area declared to be a health hazard area. This was important, he stated, 
regardless of whether or not new systems could be expected to work. Even with 
a properly working system, it was disadvantageous to allow new development in 
a health hazard area, he argued. 

Commissioner Somers inquired rhetorically if any of the property owners 
whose lands would qualify under existing rules had approached the Board of 
County Commissioners toward obtaining a rebate on the property taxes paid. 
It was Commissioner Somera' opinion that serious consideration ought to be 
given to the plight of the lot owner who would qualify in a moratorium area. 
In Commissioner Somers' opinion, if rules in effect now worked properly, it 
might be good judgement to forgo a moratorium. 

Commissioner Somers inquired if newcomers would not be made aware through 
their olfactory senses of the existing problem and, thus apprised, better left 
to make their own decision as to whether they wished to enter the area. Mr. 
Reiter responded that, at certain times of the year, the problem was not 
readily apparant. He added, also, that there might be those who wished to 
develop their property after holding it for a lengthy period of time and were 
ready to do so not withstanding the problem •. 

Commissioner Hallock.suggested that the argument used by Commissioner Somers 
might work both ways in that it might be the case that, given the non-qualifying 
nature of the great majority of>the lots concerned, a moratorium would have 
minimal impact on a few lot owners while, at the same time, affording maximum 
protection for the community. Mr. Reiter responded that he would favor a 
moratorium until such time as the regional office and local authorities had 
time to examine the problem and return to the Commission with more detailed 
information. Mr. Reiter said this necommendation held for Douglas county also. 

Turning his attention to the Glide-Idleyd area of Douglas County, Mr. Reiter 
reported that many bond issues had failed in attempts to p~ovide funding for 
sewer services and that no sanitation districts remained in tact. He stated, 
however, that Douglas County officials were presently studying the possibility 
of providing a pressurized collection system to the area which would substantially 
reduce the problem at a minimal cost. In view of the continued existance of the 
high failure rate of systems in the Glide-Idleyd area as revealed by a survey 
undertaken in the fall of 1974, Mr. Reiter urged that a temporary moratorium be 
invoked in order to afford time for public hearing and the gathering of more 
definite information about the area. Mr. Reiter noted that one issue in any 
proposed hearings should be the question of boundary changes in light of the · 
fact that the 1974 survey did reveal certain areas within the moratorium suffering 
a rather low failure rate at present and with soil· make-ups which rendered 
repair of systems possible. Evaluation of the progress on the possible installation 
of pressurized system would be another issue, he added. 

An unidentified speaker presented herself as a property owner on Whistlers 
Lane, on the very fringe of the Glide-Idleyd moratorium area. She stated she 
was infer.med by Douglas County officials that there was little likelihood the 
proposed pressurized system would provide service to her area, an area which 
was five miles out of Glide. She lamented that her mother owned a piece of 
property contiguous to hers and found the property unusable for a great many 
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purposes, including as a dwelling site under the existing moratorium. She 
objected that the moratorium in its present form was sketchy and that people 
near her could install systems while her mother could not. She noted that 
her mother's land was of the same characteristic as hers and that she had 
an adequate septic system which was installed with the advice of county 
sanitarians and included a pumping device to carry the effluent to the drainage 
field. 

Dr. Crothers suggested that a motion might be in order to adopt the moratorium 
except in those areas where written request comes from local county govern.ments 
asking for the abandonment of the moratorium. He also suggested that the direc­
tions to the Department not only authorize but instruct the Department to conduct 
public hearings in the 16cal areas of moratorium. 

Mr. Raymond Underwood, Commission Counsel, expressed reservation about 
predicating a present action on a future writing, and suggested that the 
Commission try to make definite its resolution of the matter today, either 
invoking all the moratoriums, or deleting those requested to be deleted by 
local authorities. Commissioner Crothers agreed. 

It was MOVED by Comm~9sioner Crothers, seconded by Commissioner Phinney, 
and carried that the amended Director's recommendation be adopted .invoking 
the moratoriums in all the proposed areas on a temporary rule basis with the 
exception of that area of the proposed Jackson County moratorium, and 
instructing the Departrnent to conduct public hearings in all of the locally 
affected areas as was suggested. 

Mr. Pomejavich asked if Dr. Crothers had misunderstood the position of 
Benton County with regard to whether or not moratoriums were desired in that 
area. Commissioner Phinney responded she had attended a meeting of the Benton 
County Commissioners recently wherein it was her understanding that the Commissi­
oners thought the moratoriums were needful. Commissioner Crothers added that 
the moratorium was temp0 rary in nature and only intended for a duration of time 
which would allow hearings to be conducted and recommendations to be formed 
in the light of additional evidence. He added the hope that by the next Commi­
ssion meeting, or in any event, by the Commission meeting thereafter, the 
Department would be prepared to make recommendations to the Commission with 
regard to each of the moratorium areas. 

COMMENTS BY JACKSON COUNTY OFFICIALS REGARDING SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL PRIOR 
APPROVALS 

Mr. Paul A. DeBonny, Director of the Jackson County Department of Planning 
and Development addressed the Commission. Mr, DeBonny noted that his Department 
took over the task of administering subsurface sewage disposal regulations in 
Jackson County in July of 1974. Since that time, he reported, there had been a 
series of administrative problems which had evolved. He noted that it was at 
the invitation of Commissioner Hallock that he was appearing to discuss these 
problems. Mr. DeBonny stated his wish to concentrate on two primary areas of 
concern, those being the area of prior approvals, and the area of variance 
procedures. Mr. DeBonny recounted a series of vacillating decisions with regard 
to property requested to be reviewed by Real tor Mr, Walt Sellers of .Jackson--.. 
County. Mr. Del!Onny cited the two-month period consumed prior to final 
decision on prior approval as evidence of administrative problems regarding 
prior approvals. In the matter to which Mr. DeBonny alluded, the site was 
finally recognized as one subject to the prior approval clause based on the 
fact that, while it may not have qualified as an approval in accord with the 
rules in effect at the time regarding the minimum depth of the water table, 
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this provision of the previous rules was more restrictive than the 1974 rules. 
It was decided that where previous rules were more restrictive than the 
present rules, conformance with the present rules in the relevent respects 
would be sufficient to support a recognition of prior approval. Mr. DeBonny 
emphasized that he had recounted the incident not to cast aspersions on anyone 
but simply to illustrate the type of problem being encountered in the adminis­
tration of the prior approval provisions. Mr. DeBonny then addressed himself 
to a position paper prepared py his Department to inform the Commission of 
his staff's position on the matter. Mr. DeBonny noted that when the Commission 
decided to honor all outstanding prior permits and approvals, three basic 
criteria were set down: (1) expressly authorized use of subsurface sewage 
disposal for an individual lot or for a specific lot within a subdivision, (2) 
approvals or permits which were issued by a representative of a state or local 
agency authorized by. law to grant such approvals, (3) issuance in accordance 
with all rules in effect at the time. These items, Mr. DeBonny contended, 
had been interpreted in many ways and with changes over periods of time. Mr. 
DeBonny contended that fine distinctions could make the difference between 
issuance and denial and were therefore extremely important. Consistency, he 
emphasized, should be sought in such matters. The basic reason for recognizing 
prior approvals, he said, was to protect the landowner who had invested on the 
strength of a good faith belief that a septic tank permit was available. Mr. 
DeBonny argued that once it had been established that a permit was issued, the 
permit should not be measured against any rules. In deciding whether or not to 
recognize the prior permit, he contended, the agency should go back to the 
intent of the law to prohibit water pollution and protect the public health. 
He contended that in adopting the proposed amendments to the subsurface sewage 
regulations, the Commission should take the course of ordering all prior approvals 
except those in the extreme cases where successful installation and maintenance 
of a system was considered unlikely in the judgement of qualified professionals. 

He contended that extension of recognition of prior approvals for another 
year would solve nothing unless a more equitable process were established for 
the administration of their recognition or non-recognition. 

Turning to rule variances for local areas, Mr. DeBonny noted that administrative 
rules cannot perfectly deal with all cases and thought it appropriate to create 
variance procedures to avert inequities in.the rigid application of the rules. 
He reported that under current variance procedure, his county had applied" for 
designation of its rural zoned areas by the Director and been turned down because 
the request went to parcels with a minimum lot size of five acres; whereas the 
Director had preferred that any designation be based on a minimum lot size of 
ten acres. A request for reconsideration had been turned down in anticipation of 
the passage of SB 34, which would create a statewide variance procedure. Mr. 
DeBonny thought it rather apparant that the legislature would pass SB 34 in 
some form and then some variance procedure would evolve. He was concerned that, 
due to the great area in Jackson County having severe limitations for subsurface 
systems, many applicants would apply for a permit, be denied after having paid 
$50, and request a variance with an additional $150.fee only to be denied again. 
Mr. DeBonny opined that professional sanitarians and soils scientists should 
be given more discretionary authority to determine suitability and design of 
systems. He thought a hearing officer should be necessary only in.extreme 
cases where all available local remedy is exhausted, Based on these considerations, 
he made the following recommendation: 
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1) Environmental Quality Commission expand the O.A.R. concerning rural areas 
designations to specifically include compliance with the County's Comprehen­
sive Land Use Plan, general rural character as designated by exhibit map, 
and minimum lot size of five acres. 

2) Removal of the criteria for Prior Approvals that requires compliance with 
the rules in effect at the time, and substitute; 

3, Construction shall conform as nearly as possible with the current rules 
of the commission. 

4. The site is suitable for installation of a subsurface system (not including 
alternate systems unless approved by E.Q.C,) that will not pollute the 
waters of the state or endanger public health as determined by the 
Department. 

3) Acknowledge that contract counties carry the full authority of statute that 
relates to the Department of Environmental Quality - except for those areas 
specifically excluded by O.R.S. or O.A.R. 

Mr. DeBonny urged that consistency and equitibility be sought in the 
administration of any rules or statutes, and stated that problems existed 
which would have to be solved before the statutes could be administered in 
a manner conforming with legislative intent. 

Mr. DeBonny stated that the reason for the last of his recommendations was 
extreme concern that, as a contract agent for the DEQ, the Jackson County Depart­
ment of Planning and Development be able to issue or deny permits with a high 
degree of finality, and insure that all local remedies were sought prior to any 
further appeal. 

Commissioner Somers inquired about Mr. DeB9nny 1 s procedure where prior 
approvals were discovered which did not conform to then existing rules. Mr. 
DeBonny replied that these were a problem. He noted that presently in Jackson 
County there was a danger that a great many permits would be subject to revocation 
and hoped that no stone would be left unturned which might lead to the granting 
of the permits. He feared that some permits might have to be revoked owing to 
technical interpretations of the rules, rather than a professional_ analysis of 
whether or not the system sought would pose a health hazard or water pollution 
problem. 

Commissioner Somers asked for Mr. DeBonny's estimate of how many complaints 
flowed from a misinterpretation of staff's information to individuals and a 
failure to provide the individuals with the rule in issue so as to afford the 
individual an opportunity to study what could or could not be done. Mr. DeBonny 
replied that he thought very few problems of this nature arose, at least at the 
present time. Mr. DeBonny added that, since his Department took over the 
regulation of subsurface sewage, policies in force with the predecessor agency 
had been changed. He noted that the soils scientists had been instructed to 
evaluate each individual site with an eye to finding a portion of the site 
suitable for installation, rather than simply taking random tests at various 
points on the site. It was Mr. DeBonny's hope in operating the Department, to 
provide the maximum possible service to each individual; - ---
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Commissioner Somers then inquired how many private lagoons had been approved 
in Jackson County and whether or not any had bee encouraged by Mr. DeBonny's 
department, Mr, DeBonny replied that he was unaware of the number of lagoons 
and that his Department did not encourage their use, 

Commissioner Somers noted that a resident of a southern Oregon county 
had informed the legislature that that county sanitarian had forbidden him to 
install a septic tank on a 400 acre parcel of land, Mr, DeBonny responded that 
he was not aware of any such ruling having been made by his department, Commiss­
ioner Somers noted that it was the Commission which generally took the blame for 
such incidents, 

Commissioner Somers asked how the Commission could effectuate Mr. DeBonny's 
third suggestion without actually returning the entire program to the county. 
Mr. DeBonny responded that he agreed with the concept of subsurface sewage 
regulations being left in a state agency to ensure uniform statewide administra­
tion. on this basis, he reported, he would not favor a return of the program to 
the county level. He urged, however, that the rules be drafted to avoid problems 
of interpretation and focus on legislative intent. 

Commissioner Somers sympathized with the difficulties to which Mr. DeBonny 
alluded, agreed that in normal circumstances an applicant should not have to 
wait so long for interpretation of the rule, and recalled that in October the 
prior approval rule had been reevaluated and broadened even more than it had 
been originally, He asked if further broadening of the rule was desired. Mr. 
DeBonny responded affirmatively. 

Jackson County Commissioner, Tam Moore, addressed the Commission and stated 
that he thought the problem was one of interpretation, He desired to inform 
the Commission of the scope of the problem encountered in Jackson County. He 
cited a report prepared by Mr. Dave Couch when the latter was. a county employee 
in May of 1974 which analyzed the caseload of permits granted for undeveloped 
land over the 5200 files then in the Department's office, (Mr. Moore noted 
that the files now numbered over 5500). Mr. Couch's report indicated that, in 
1971, 310 permits had been issued for undeveloped land. These had been preceded 
by standard percolation tests. In 1972, there were 534 undeveloped permits 
out of approximately 1100 applications. These had been granted in 50% of the 
cases after percolation tests and, in the remaining 50%, after soils analysis 
with the aid of back-hoe ditching. In 1973, it was reported, 968 permits were 
granted for undeveloped property out of 1379 permits. The total was, Mr. Moore 
reported, 1842 "undeveloped" perl)lits out of 3300 granted in the three-year period. 
This amount, Mr. Moore reported, was over 55% of the total permits approved by 
the Jackson County Department of Planning and Development since May 1 of 1974. He 
added that approximately 160 .prior approvals had been processed since invocation 
of the present rules, contending that this indicated the magnitude of the problem 
that lay ahead, Mr. Moore went on to quote from Mr. Couch's report, citing the 
latter's conclusion that the majority of the prior-approvarswere not valid 
under present rules due to a lack of information in the county's files. On 
the above consideration, Mr. Moore urged adoption of a rule going to the validity 
of the site itself, rather than going to what was contained in the files, He 
argued that it was a waste of Mr. Underwood's and Mr.-Spies' time to sit in 
Portland and evaluate files and interpret rules-when the-problem was a problem 
going to the nature of each individual site. Mr. Moore interpreted Mr, Couch's 
report to indicate that of the prior approvals, outstanding in Jackson County, 
882 probably could not meet the existing rules, 
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Conunissioner Somers recalled that, in a neighboring county, a problem had 
occurred wherein the files indicated that, during spring high water runs, 
houses had been filled with 6 inches of water. Applications in these areas 
had been approved, apparantly through the incompetance of the approving official, 
He inquired as to how the Conunission should approach the problem of prior 
approvals without having to single out instances of incompetent behavior and 
fix blame, Mr. Moore suggested thatcthe rule be amended so that the prior 
approval would receive recognition if it did not, in the opinion of the issuing 
official, constitute a health hazard or a water pollution problem, Mr. Somers 
rejoined that this would vest final authority in the discretion of a local 
official. Mr. Moore contended this would be appropriate if the applicant had 
recourse from wrongful judgement through the appeals procedure which had been 
set.up. 

Conunissioner Somers asked Mr. DeBonny for an estimate of the cost that would 
be involved in having regulations printed up and adding the requirement that 
when a permit is sought the applicant receive a copy of the regulations so they 
can understand them. Mr. DeBonny responded that the principal problem with this 
was involved in people's reluctance to read handouts. He noted that fact 
sheets are often handed out in the case of permit issuances and seldom read. 
The only remedy for this problem that he knew was to persistently attempt to 
explain the regulations to people. 

Mr, Moore added that, in his view, the basic problem was the lack of an 
adequate standard in the rule. He argued that the permit holder and the 
Department could both read the rule, but that the rule itself should go 
back to the question of health hazards and water pollution, 

Chariman McPhillips inquired of Mr. Moore how long it was advisable to honor 
prior approvals. He noted that many of the prior approvals had been outstanding 
for several years. 

Mr. DuBonny responded that, as was pointed out in his position paper, 
he fel·t that the time factor was not relevant in that the public would be 
protected by a basic standard going to the question of health hazards and 
water pollution. 

CONSIDERATION OF ADOPTION OF PROPOSED REVISIONS TO OREGON ADMINISTRATIVE 
RULES PERTAINING TO SUBSURFACE SEWAGE DISPOSAL 

Mr. Jack Osborne of the Department's Land Quality Program presented the 
staff report to the Conunission. The history of the Citizens• Task Force efforts 
in drafting the proposed rule revision was sununarized. It was reported that 
the record of a May 21st public hearing on the proposed revision would not be 
closed until June 2, 1975. For this reason it was the Director's reconunendation 
that the Conunission adopt as a temporary rule, to become effective immediately 
upon filing with the Secretary of State, the Proposed Revisions to OAR, Chapter 
340, Division 7, Subsurface Sewage Disposal, May, 1975, as amended by the 
following: 

1) The accompanying Errata Sheet, 

2) Amendments to section 71-010(39) (Definition of "Header pipe"), 

3) Amendments to section 71-030(4) (d) ~(Requirements for header pipes), 

4) Amendment to the design of drop box in Diagram llA, 

5) Amendment to Paragraphs VA and VB of Appendix B, 
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6) And, Deletion of "Seepage pits and cesspools shall not be used, except 
in those counties of three hundred and fifty thousand (350,000) 
population or greater, No new land partitioning or subdivision shall 
be made based on the use of seepage pits or cesspools," from section 
71-030 (5) (a). 

In response to inquiry from Commissioner Hallock, Mr. Osborne explained 
that the deletion of the above-mentioned sentences would leave the present 
regulations regarding seepage pits and cess pools in tact, He added that, 
under the present rules, seepage pits and cess pools were allowed where they 
could meet the requirements pertaining to them. Mr. Osborne added that the 
proposed provision relating to seepage pits and cess pools would have a great 
impact in Multnomah County, an impact which, in staff's view, justified delay 
until such time as the Commission could review all of the public testimony 
given on this subject in the May 21st hearing. 

Commissioner Hallock inquired if it was the Director's recommendation that 
the Commission not accept the proposals by Jackson County with regard to the 
"prior approvals" clause. Mr. Osborne responded that the proposal to recognize 
prior approvals for one year longer than they are recognized under current 
rules was not an adequate solution, but an interim measure. He pointed out 
that the prior approvals problem was a very difficult one whose solution was 
being sought. It was Mr. Osborne's hope that, within the next 120 days, the 
citizens' Task Force would be able to deal with the prior approvals question 
a little more definitively than had been accomplished so far, Commissioner 
Hallock requested whether Mr. DeBonny's proposal would be more suitable 
than the proposal to postpone the prior approvals problem for another year and 
received Mr. Osborne's response that he would prefer to use the coming 120 
days to allow the Citizens' Task Force to evaluate the problem further. Mr, 
Osborne added that he felt the philosophy behind Mr. DeBonny's proposal was 
more in alignment with the thinking of staff than was the notion of simply 
postponing the problem for another year, He explained that if the postponement 
were adopted as a temporary rule it would last for 120 days, affording an 
opportunity in the interim to come up with an alternative to the present 
proposal. 

Commissioner Hallock questioned Mr. Osborne with regard to his technical 
views concerning the effect of Mr. DeBonny's proposal on the prior approvals 
that had to be revoked in Jackson County. She added that she was not asking 
for Mr. Osborne's view of whether Mr. DeBonny's proposal was politically sound, 
but rather whether it was technically sound. Mr. Osborne responded that he would 
have no personal, pro~essional objection to handling prior approvals on a 
case by case basis and following the opinion of an experienced professional with 
regard to the questions of water pollution and health hazard, 

Commissioner Somers noted that, unless the Commission took some action, 
those holding prior approvals would forfeit the current building season. He 
added that waiting 120 days to finally resolve the qqestion would consume 
the building season. 

Commissioner Crothers wished to know if he understood correctly that it 
was the Department's recommendation that the Commission temporarily adopt the 
rules as proposed by the Director to afford the Citizens' Task Force interim 
time to work on the controversial proposals. Mr. Osborne concurred with this 
understanding. 
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Commissioner Crothers said his only difficulty with Mr. DeBonny's proposal 
was that it would invite repetition of the conflict in those instances 
wherein it was decided the site was not suitable under Mr. DeBonny's standards. 
Commissioner Hallock replied that her understanding was that part of the present 
problem was that the present rule was contingent on matters other than whether 
or not a system on the prior approved site would constitute a health hazard or 
water pollution hazard. Commissioner Crothers stated that there was no 
question about the proper standard1 that the object was to put an an end to 
pollution of the waters of the state. He concluded that this process all came 
back to the reviewing of individual permit applications. Commissioner Crothers 
stated that his preference would be to have the Citizens' Task Force contemplate 
the matter further prior to any Cornmission action. 

Mr. Osborne relayed the suggestion of Mr. Spies that the staff could return 
to the next Commission meeting with a specific proposal regarding prior approvals. 

Cornmissioner Phinney inquired if prior approvals did not, in fact, receive 
preference over permits granted under the present rules in that the holder 
of a recognized prior approval was allowed a longer period of time in which 
to complete construction. Mr. Osborne replied that this was correct, 

Cornmissioner Phinney asked whether the Proposals would exe.mpt pit privies 
from only the permit requirement, or from both the. permit requirement and 
other requirements relating to setback and so forth. Mr. Osborne said they 
would be exempted from the requirement of obtaining a permit but would not be 
exempt from other requirements of the rules. He stated the purpose to 
be relief for situations wherein, under the current rules, there was a 
technical requirement to obtain a no-fee permit each time a portable pit privy 
was moved. 

Commissioner Phinney inquired as to why the proposals adopted a standard, 
per unit, daily capacity for mobile homes located in mobile home parks instead 
of adopting a capacity based on bedroom spaces as had been the case with all 
other dwellings. Mr. Osborne replied that, for reasons unknown, the mobile-­
park indistry was able to demonstrate that mobile homes located in mobile 
home parks produce a sewage flow per unit which is less than that resulting 
from other dwellings. He was unable to explain how mobile home park dwellers 
managed to use less water. 

Cornmissioner Somers suggested that the question of prior approvals be 
tabled until later in the meeting to afford Commission Counsel, Mr. Spies, and 
the representatives of Jackson County an opportunity to confer privately toward 
drafting a proposed temporary rule to place before the Cornmission for consideration 
later on in the day. This suggestion was accepted. 

Mr. Robert McDougal of the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan 
Portland addressed the Commission. Mr. McDougal noted that his organization 
presented testimony to the hearings officer on May 21st which could be considered 
by the Cornmission and added that his organization was in agreement with staff's 
recommendation that the proposals regarding restriction of cess pools and seepage 
pits be deleted, He presented the Cornmission with written testimony regarding 
the proposed rules. 

Mr. Terry Rahe of the Columbia County Health Department, representing the 
sanitarians of Columbia, Washington, Multnomah, and Clackamas counties, recornmended 
that the deadline for recognition of prior approvals remain July 1, 1975 as under 
the current rules. It was reported that the sanitarians of the Portland region 
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counties had met on April 15th and discussed the situation at some length. 
Their conclusion was that the honoring of approvals based on insufficient 
technology was not in keeping with I.the statement of general purpose included 
in the administrative rules, He contended that the homeowner was not well 
served by permission to install a system which did not have potential for 
adequate functional longevity. '!his is particularly unfortunate, he reported, 
where the homeowner purchases the home from a developer who installed a septic 
system based onaprior approval. He cited Mr. Steel's testimony as being indicative 
of the type of harm which could occur in this fashion, Mr. Ray argued that 
the only fair approach was to require all development in the state of Oregon 
to proceed under equal standards. Mr, Rahe quarreled with the notion that 
prior approvals should be allowed where they don't present a potential health 
hazard or water pollution problem on the ground that systems do not present 
these problems only if they conform with the present rules. He pointed out 
to the Commission that, under the current rules, prior approvals could be 
honored until July l of 1975 and, in turn, the completion of construction 
would not have to occur until July l, 1976, affording the permit holder full 
use of the current building season. 

Commissioner Somers asked if Mr. Rahe would concede that persons holding 
prior approvals had already gone through·. the permit applicat_ion process in 
good faith. Mr. Rahe conceded this but added that, under the current rules, 
holders of prior approvals still had thirty days in which to obtain recognition 
of them and had over a year in which to complete construction. Commissioner 
Somers contended there was harshness involved, noting that, in other "phase-out" 
legislation, such as the phasing out of commercial signs along the highway, 
periods ranging from four to five years had been given for cessation. Mr. Rahe 
responded that, while the problem was not being approached by field technicians 
on a political basis, the Commission had, perhaps, not been informed of the 
very gross nature of a great many prior approvals left to be considered. From 
a technical standpoint, he argued, further solicitude would be unwarranted in 
that the same would open the door for some highly unsatisfactory installations. 
He added that technicians were grateful that they presently had a set of 
rules which were workable. He argued that he, as an individual, would not want 
to buy a house built under a prior approvals provision. 

Commissioner Crothers inquired if Mr. Rahe would be happy with· a provision 
that, when prior approvals are recognized, they are recognized with some type 
of attached warning stating the technician's opinion that, though the permit 
is valid, the system would probably fail. Mr. Rahe opined that this was already 
a requirement. Commissioner Somers said he thought the requirement of this kind 
attached only to bio-systems at present. Mr •. Cannon'.stated that it was appropriate 
to add to obsolete permits based on prior-approval language stating that the 
system was granted under obsolete standards, or would not meet current standards 
and involved a risk of failure. Commissioner Somers acknowledged this possibility, 
but questioned its usefulness where ·there is no provision to_have the warning 
filed with the deed records, so as to place any potential buyer on notice of 
the deficiency. 

Mr. Rahe responded that he would not prefer a situation wherein the lending 
agencies were called upon to enforce proper septic· tank installations, rather 
than having the Department do the same. Commissioner Somers rejoined that there 
remained the equitable considerations to be extended to those persons who had in 
good faith obtained prior approvals and invested in properties on the strength 
of the Department's previous position with regard to their permits. Mr. Rahe_noted, 
that, in his view, many of the prior approvals will. meet-present st-,;.ndard~~- a 
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circumstance which would diminish the nwnber of persons injured by reliance 
on the previous approval, 

Mr, Underwood speculated as to whether it would be necessary to have a 
statutory enactment to render such warning admissable to the deed records. 
Commissioner Somers commented that it was his understanding that all that 
was necessary for entry to the deed records was that the document contain a 
description of the pr.operty and the notarized signature of its owner. Mr. 
Underwood and Commissioner Somers discussed briefly whether additional legisla­
tion would be required in order to authorize the presence of such a warning in 
the deed records of the county clerks. 

Commissioner Hallock asked Mr. Rahe if he knew how many prior approvals 
would meet current standards. Mr. Rahe responded that he did not know, adding 
that a system installed on a prior approval, if the system could have met current 
standards, would be reliable. 

Mr. Harding Chinn, representing the Multnomah County Board of County Commissioners 
noted that Multnomah County had presented its position on the proposed revisions 
before the hearings officer on May 21st and supported staff's recommendation that 
the proposed limitations on the use of seepage pits and cess pools in Multnomah 
County be deleted from the rule. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Crothers, and 
carried that the Commission action on proposed rules be tabled until later in 
the day when interested parties had had opportunity to propose a clause dealing 
with prior approval which would resolve some of the problems discussed by the 
Commission. 

BOISE CASCADE, SALEM - AIR QUALITY CONTROL PROGRAM: STATUS REPORT 

Mr. Russ Fetrow, Administrator of the Department's Salem Regional Office, 
reported to the Commission on the progress of the Boise Cascade Salem plant mist 
eliminator installation with regard to its performance in attaining, within the 
July 1, 1975 deadline, emissions and opacity limitations for the plant's 
recovery system. 

Commissioner Somers inquired if the mist eliminator was operating now, Mr. 
Fetrow responded that it was. Commissioner Somers asked why he was able to 
sense odor of the type emitted by the plant. Mr. Fetrow explained that the 
facility was being adjusted now and had many "bugs" to be worked out. At present, 
he said, the permittee was monitoring to see if filters were going to plug up. 
Upon ascertaining this information, adjustments in the recovery boiler might be 
necessary which might increase particulates to a level still within the limitation, 
but reduce so2 emissions. He stated that the mist eliminator was operating at 
approximately 90% capacity now, and that this was only the second day of its 
operation. Commissioner Somers conjectured that it was too early to draw any 
conclusions. Mr. Fetrow agreed, with the exception that it was apparant that 
the opacity problem in the Salem area had been diminished. Mr. Fetrow said 
that the permittee still had to install opacity and so2 monitoring equipment 
on the stack. It was MOVED by· commissioner Somers that the status report 
be continued until such time as the mist _elimi__llat_q_r_had_operate_d_lQng enough 
to provide data for its evaluation. Chairman McPhill:i.ps noted that the applicant 
had until July 1, 1975 to come into compliance and that it might not be until 
after the next Commission meeting when sufficient facts were known as to whether 
or not this had been achieved. Commissioner Somers concurred and_ a<ideq_!:hat.. 
it might not be fair to comment on the performance of the mist eliminator prior 
to the time when it was required to be effectively operating. Commissioner Somers' 
motion was seconded by Commissioner Crothers and carried. 
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VARIANCE REQUEST - REICHHOLD CHEMICAL COMPANY, ST, HELENS, OREGON 

Mr. Tom Bispham of the Department's Northwest Regional Office presented the 
staff report and the Director's recommendation, The Director's recommendation 
was as follows: 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Implementation Plan be amended 
and that a one year variance be granted to Reichhold Chemicals, Inc. from June l, 
1975, to June l, 1976, under the following conditions: 

l. Amend the current Air Contaminant Discharge Permit to include 
the variance period and conditions. 

2. During the variance period the company will conduct investigations 
and pilot testing of the control devices which appear most capable 
of meeting grain loading or efficiency requirements which the company 
and the Department mutually agreed are likely to result in compliance 
with the Department's opacity standard. 

3. Forty-eight (48) hours prior to the testing of any pilot equipment, 
the company shall notify the Department. 

4. Thirty (30) days prior to the expiration of the variance, Reichhold 
shall submit a written report to the Department describing the results 
of the testing program and be prepared to enter a compliance agreement 
for any method proven acceptable. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and 
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved. 

VARIANCE REQUEST - OREGON PORTLAND CEMENT CO. , LIME , OREGON 

Mr. Frederic Skirvin of the Department's Air Quality Program presented the 
staff report, He added that a letter received -from the- applicant- on May 19th -
expressed disagreement with the originally proposed permit. After review of 
the letter, the staff was of the position, Mr. Skirvin reported, that the 
Director's recommendation should be accepted with the following amendments in 
the staff report before the Commission: ]>age 30, item B, subsection l, "December 
l, 1977" should read, "until September 1, 1978" (requested variances for kiln 
number l). Page 5, item 3, "December 1, 1977" should be deleted. Also deleted 
would be the last word of the sentence, "respectively". With regard to the 
Director's recommendation, lines five and six should be changed by the deletion 
of the words "that the latter dates" and the substitution of "these dates." 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers, seconded by Commissioner Hallock, and 
carried that the Director's recommendation be approved as amended. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Somers that the Director's recommendations with 
regard to the variance requests in Agenda Item H(3) (4) (5) be approved. 
Commissioner Phinney inquired with regard to the variance request of Continental 
Forest Products Company, Glide, Oregon, and was skeptical of staff's proposal 
to permit the applicant to supply the dates for his ownccompli~nce schedule. 
She asked if it were staff's intention to grant a variance for an unknown period 
of time plus 60 days. Mr. Skirvin explained that the applicant had installed-
a new boiler which was not working according to plan and which might be the 
subject of litigation in the near future. He said it was staff's intention to 
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give them some time to investigate whether the situation could be turned around, 
and, if not , to submit a compliance schedule upon discovery of this fact. The 
problem, Commissioner Somers and Mr. Skirvin concurred, was the indeterminate 
amount of time that any pending litigation might take up. Mr. Skirvin predicted 
that, absent the possibility of litigation with installation of additional 
controls, it would take approximately a year to come into compliance. 

It was noted by Commissioners Somers and Crothers that the proposed variance 
would require the applicant to submit a tentative compliance schedule within 90 
days and that that schedule was subject to the approval of the Department. It 
was mentioned also that the applicant's plant was in a relatively isolated area. 
Commissioner Somers' motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried. 
The Director's recommendation with regard to the three variances included in 
the motion were as follows: 

Item No. H (3) 

As there is insufficient time for the Department to fully investigate Union 
Oil of California's request for a variance extension before their present 
variance expires, it is the Director's recommendation that Union Oil be granted 
a 90 day extension of their present variance subject to the following conditions: 

1. The maximum sulfur content of residual fuel oil to be sold, 
distributed, or used shall not be more than 2.5% sulfur by weight. 

2. Union Oil shall continue to submit to the Department a report 
containing the sulfur analysis and quantity of each shipment 
sold or distributed in the State on a quarterly basis. 

3. Union Oil Company shall provide, to the extent possible, all 
information requested by the Department to fully evaluate 
Union Oil's variance extension request and that such information 
shall be supplied in the shortest time possible. 

4. This variance extension shall terminate October 1, 1975. 

Item No. H (4) 

It is the Director's recommendation that: 

1. A variance from Oregon Administrative Rules, Chapter 340, Section 
25-315(2c) be granted to the SWF Plywood Company, Fir-Ply Division 
until November 30, 1975. 

2. This variance be incorporated into Air Contaminant Discharge Permit 
No. 15-0012, for the Fir-Ply Division .mill.. 

Item No. H (5) 

It is the Director's recommendation that the EQC grant the Little River Box-­
Company a variance to operate their new hogged fuel steam boiler out of compliance 
with OAR, Chapter 340, Section 21-020 (2), Particulate Emissions Limitations--; and 
21-015(2), Visible Emissions Limitations, under the following conditions: 
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l. The Little River Box Company shall operate and control the hogged fuel 
steam boiler to maintain the visible and particulate emissions at the 
lowest practicable level at all times. 

2. Within ninety (90) days of the granting of this variance, the Little 
River Box Company will submit to the DEQ in writing, a proposed or tentative 
schedule to bring their new hogged fuel boiler into compliance with 
Oregon's Air Quality Rules and Standards, 

3. The above compliance schedule shall include the five (5) increments of 
progress, which are as follows: 

a. By no later than * the permittee will submit a final control strategy, 
including detailed plans and specifications, to the Department 
of Environmental Quality for review and approval, 

b. By no later than * the permittee will issue purchase orders for 
the major components of emission control equipment and/or for 
process modification work. 

c. By no later than * the permittee will initiate the installation of 
emission control equipment and/or cn-stt:e·eonstruction or process 
modification work. 

d. By no later than * the permittee will complete the installation of 
emission control equipment and/or on-site ponstruction or process 
modification work. 

e. By no later than * the permittee will demonstrate that the hogged 
fuel steam boiler is capable of operating in compliance with the 
applicable Air Quality Rules and Standards. 

*Date to be supplied by company. 

4. The above compliance schedule must be acceptable to the Department, and 
it will be included in the company's Air Contaminant Discharge Permit, 
No. 10-0021. 

5. Contingent upon the submission to the Department of an acceptable compliance 
schedule by the company, this variance shall cover the time frame up to 
and including the fifth step in the increments of progress schedule, complianc 
demonstration, in Condition No. 3~ 

6. As a contingency, the DEQ has the option of extending this varinace 
sixty (60) days beyond the date in the fifth step of the increments of 
progress schedule (see Condition No. 3). 

AUTHORIZATIONS FOR PUBLIC HEARING PERTAINING TO PROPOSED ADOPTION OF FEDERAL NEW 
SOURCE PERFORMANCE STANDARDS (NSPS) AND OF NATIONAL EMISSION STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS 
AIR CONTAMINANTS (NESHAP) 

Mr. John Kowalczyk of the Department's _A:i.r_ Qual:it_y_ P:r;0_gram addressed __ the 
Commission on these agenda items, Commissioner crothers--·asked Mr: Kowalc:zik -if_ 
he had any comment on a letter from Mr. Tom Guilbert wherein Mr. Guilbert declared 
that the holding of the proposed public hearings would constitute a meaningless act 
and a wasteful expense of the taxpayers monies. Mr. Kowalczyk replied that he 
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was not familiar with Mr. Guilbert's letter. Commissioner Crothers said 
that Mr. Guilbert had contended that the regulations proposed to be adopted 
were federal standards which the Department was compelled to enforce in any event 
and the holding of a hearing on whether they should be adopted would be meaning­
less. Mr. Kowalczyk noted that the federal government would be authorized to 
enforce the federal regulations in Oregon, but that he did not understand that 
the Department would be able to enforce them without first adopting them as 
a rule. Commissioner Crothers said that Mr. Guilbert had stated that he knew 
of no requirement of law that would prohibit the State from enforcing a naked 
federal standard. Commissioner Somers pointed out that the Commission could 
not adopt the federal standards as a rule without following the prescribed 
notice and hearing processes of the Administrative Procedure Act. Commissioner 
Crothers asked what would be the cost of a public hearing. No one present had 
a precise answer. Mr. Kowalcyzk stated that it was the staff's intention to 
use a hearings officer to conduct both hearings. 

Commissioner Hallock asked if, in some cases, the new federal standards 
were more strict than our own State standards and received an affirmative reply 
from Mr. Kowalczyk. Mr. Kowalczyk answered a question from Commissioner Phinney 
by stating that the new federal standards had been adopted with regard to the 
permits for the three proposed oil refineries. Commissioner Somers MOVED that 
the Director's recommendation to authorize both public hearings be approved. 
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Hallock and carried. 

FIELD BURNING STATUS REPORT 

Mr. Cannon reported to the Commission that the Speaker of the House had sent 
to the Trade and Economic Development Committee SB 311 and HB 2564. Mr. cannon 
stated that a hearing was scheduled next Tuesday morning at 7:30 in the Public 
Service Building and that staff would be on hand to listen to the proceedings. 

Commissioner Somers suggested that the Commissioners sign an order instructing 
the Depa~tment to construe Portland Chain Manufacturing Company's petition for 
a declaratory ruling to be a request for a hearing on the matter of an exeption 
under the Department's noise rules and instructing the Department to conduct a 
public hearing on the issue of exception. 

STATUS REPORT GERTZ-SCHMEER SEWER PROJECT 

Mr. Harold Sawyer of the Department's Water Quality Program brought the 
Commission up to date on events relating to the Gertz-Schmeer Sewer Project which 
had been a subject of public forum discussion at the previous EQC meeting. Mr. 
Sawyer reported that the staff had reviewed, once again, the project plans for 
the sewer and had discovered several facts. 

First, he reported that it was the understanding of the staff that houseboats 
would be served but were not included in the tax assessments. Since they were 
not property owners, they would not be assessed and the houseboat owners would 
be required to construct their own facilities to hook up to the sewer. 

The second point of contl;oversy was the depth of sewer lines. Mr, Sawyer 
reported that because of uneven ground the depth of the installations would be 

-from six to twenty-one feet, rangirg to greater- depth-when--highe_r_ eTevatli:>ri wa' 
encountered. He added that there were basements in the houses to be served a 
that it was common, generally ;;i.ccepted design to place the sewer deep enougt 
to ser':'e the basements. From staff's J?Oint Of view, ill these respects, thr 
was quite adequate. 
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With regard to Phase I of the project (the phase that would serve the 
area west of I-5, including the Multnomah County exposition grounds, Crown 
Zellerbach, and PortlaDd Stock Yards) EPA had authorized the opening of bidding 
and this was expected to occur on the 29th of May. Mr. Sawyer reported that 
attorney Henry Biehuer and the City of Portland were in negotiations with respect 
to the phase of the project dealing with the other side of I-5. 

Commissioner Somers asked if there were an¥ representatives of the City of 
Portland present who could answer questions with regard to the project. No 
one appeared, 

Mr, Sawyer pointed out that his information with regard to the non-grant 
portion of the assessments of the cost for trunk lines and interceptors had 
been spread over the entire surface area on a "per square foot of property" 
basis since these were common aspects of the projects which were considered 
to benefit alll property owners, He stated that this component of the assessment 
would be very low. The lateral lines, Mr. Sawyer stated, would be bought through 
an assessment based on property frontage. This latter component was said to be 
the largest portion of the cost to property owners. The final component of assesment 
would be the cost to the individual property owners to provide for the connectors 
running from the laterals to their homes or buildings, 

Mr. Sawyer explained that whenthe City projected the assessments to be 
expected by property owners, the projection was based on 100% of the cost of the 
entire project. It was not reduced by virtue of grant ~xpectations, This, 
he reported, gave an inflated value to the projection. 

Mr. Sawyer reported that several of the properties involved dwelling setback 
in excess of 300 feet from the property line, a characteristic which made it 
necessary to increase the depth of the sewer line over what it otherwise would 
be and which invclve heavy assessments to the property owners affected, 

COMMISSION ACTION REGARDING PROPOSED REVISION FOR RULES GOVERNING SUBSURFACE 
SEWAGE DISPOSAL. 

It was MOVED by Commissioner Phinney, seconded by Commissioner Somers, and 
carried that the Commission adopt as a temporary rule [subsequently designated 
OAR, Chapter 340, Section 71-015 (B)] providing as follows: Application for 
construction permits under the."prior approvals" section of the rule shall 
be made prior to September 1, 1975 and construction ·shall be completed by September 1, 
1976. All permits and written approvals issued prior to January l, 1974 shall 
expire September 1, 1975. 

The hearing offic.er was instructed to file a temporary rule with the Secretary 
of State promptly. The Commission concurred in the hearing officer's understanding 
that the Commission intended no action with regard to any of the proposed revisions 
for the rules governing subsurface sewage disposal other than as reflected by the 
above temporary rule, The remaining proposals were .-tabled until the June- 27th 
Commission meeting. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Di rector 

Subject: Agenda Item B, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting 

May, 1975 Program Activity Report 

Discussion 

Attached is the May, 1975 Program Activity Report. 

Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission 
give confirming approval to the Department's plan/permit action 
for May, 1975. 

PWM:vt 
6/l 8/75 
Attached 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Di rector 



Department of Environmental Quality 

Technical Pro9rams 

Plan & Permit Actions 

May, 1975 

Water Quality Program: 

75 - - - Plan Actions Completed 
30 - Plan Actions Pending 
56 - - - Permit Actions Completed 

220 - - - Permit Actions Pending 

Air Quality Program: 

13 - - - Plan Actions Completed 
23 - Plan Actions Pending 

201 - - - Permit Actions Completed 
408 - Permit Actions Pending 

Land Quality Program: 

8 - - - Plan Actions Completed 
9 - - - Plan Actions Pending 
7 - - - Permit Actions Completed 

154 - Permit Actions Pending 

1 
7 

11 
15 

16 
18 
23 
29 

33 
34 
35 
36 



Plan Actions Completed (75) 

Water Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Municipal Sewerage Projects J2ll.)_ 

County 

Douglas 

Washington 

Washington 

Marion 

Lane 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Umatilla 

Malheur 

Washington 

City and Project 

Roseburg - Umpqua West Estates 
Sewers 

USA (Metzger) Clover !-Its. 
Sanitary Sewer 

USA (Aloha) Fallatin -
Phase I Subdn. Sewers 

Labish Village Sewer -
Addendum No. 2 

Richardson Park Boat Holding 
Tank Facility 

Springfield - First Addn. 
Easton Subdn. Sewers 

Gresham - Dowsett Lane Sewer 
& S.E. 9th & Francis Sewer 

Milwaukie C.O. #1 - Milwaukie 
In. - Sch. 2 

USA (Aloha) - Cross Creek #5 
Subdn. Sewers 

Hermiston - P.S. #7 on 
N.W. 11th Avenue 

Ontario - Tuttle Subdn. Sewers 

USA (Durham) c.o. #7 & 8 
STP Contract 

Date of 
Action 

5/1/75 

5/1/75 

5/1/75 

5/2/75 

5/6/75 

5/7/75 

5/7/75 

5/8/75 

5/8/75 

5/8/75 

5/8/75 

5/12/75 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 



Municipal Sewerage Projects (Continued) 

County 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Lane 

Jackson 

Marion 

Coos 

Washington 

Marion 

Linn 

Clackamas 

Lane 

Coos 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Marion 

Washington 

City and Project 

Oregon City - Hillendale 
Phase 3 Sewers 

USA (Forest Grove) Tarrybrooke 
Subdn. Sewers (Cornelius) 

Eugene - Benson Lane Cul-de-sac 
Sewer Extension 

Medford - Green Beret Estates 
Sewers 

Salem (Willow Lake) Industrial 
Park II Sewer 

Bandon Sewers - North Ave., 
Div. st. and First Street 

Hillsboro (Rock Cr.) - Rood 
Bridge Road Sewers 

Mt. Angel - Academy Street 
Sewers 

Albany - East Central Sewers 

Lake Oswego - Willamette­
Marylhurst Interceptor 

Eugene - 4 Sewer Projects 

Bandon - Ferry Creek Sewer 
Extension 

USA (Metzger) Washington Square 
Estates No. 2 Sewers 

Lake Oswego - Palisades Hts. 
#6 (L. I. D. 166) Sewers 

Stayton - James Second Addn. 
sewers 

Tualatin - Childs R. r.-5 
Sewer Crossing 

-2-

Date of 
Action 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/13/75 

5/13/75 

5/15/75 

5/16/75 

5/16/75 

5/16/75 

5/19/75 

5/19/75 

5/19/75 

5/19/75 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 



Municipal Sewerage Projects (Continued) 

County 

Polk 

Jackson 

Lane 

Jackson 

Polk 

Jefferson 

Deschutes 

Washington 

Jackson 

Yamhill 

Lane 

Marion 

Marion 

Curry 

Washington 

City and Project 

Salem - Harritt Drive Sewer 

Ashland - Siskiyou Safety Rest 
Area Sewer 

Springfield - First Addition 
Sequoia Park Sewers 

BCVSA - Gebhard Road Sewer 

Dallas - La Lack Addition 
Sewers 

Metolius - Sewage Pumping 
Station Shop Dwg. 

Bend - Vacuum Sewers - Research 
Project 

USA (Aloha) - Phase III 
STP Improvements 

BCVSA - Medford Industrial 
Park Sewers 

Amity - Getchell Street 
Sewer 

Florence - Sixth & Hemlock 
(Boehme property) Sewers 

Salem (Willow Lake) Starr 
Creek & 13th St. Sewers 

Stayton - North Slope 
Addition #2 Sewers 

Knoxtown San. Dist. Rogue 
Shores Subdn. Sewers 

USA (Tigard) - Way Lee Subdn. 
& Englewood Phase 2 Sewers 
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Date of 
Action 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/21/75 

5/22/75 

5/22/75 

5/23/75 

5/23/75 

5/23/75 

5/23/75 

5/23/75 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval. 



Municipal Sewerage Projects (Continued) 

County 

Washington 

Coos 

Baker 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Linn 

Washington 

Washington 

Marion 

Columbia 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Date of 
City and Project Action 

USA (Forest Grove) Sill's 5/23/75 
Addition Plat II Sewers 

Coos Bay #1 - C.O. #3 5/27/75 
STP Contract 

Huntington-Chlorine Contact 5/28/75 
Chamber 

Gresham - Lorraine - Phase II 5/28/75 
Sewers 

USA (King City) Summerfield - 5/28/75 
Phase III Sewers 

Milwaukie - Hollyberry 5/28/75 
Subdn. Sewers 

USA (Somerset) Rock Creek 5/28/75 
Highlands No. 3 Sewers 

sweet Horne - Kalmia Street 5/29/75 
Sewer 

USA (Rock Creek) Equipment - 5/29/75 
Pre-bid Package - Rock Cr. STP 

Hillsboro (Rock Creek) Merilee 5/30/75 
Park #2 Sewers 

East Salem S & D #1 - Macleay 5/30/75 
Estates Sewers 

Clatskanie STP - Site 5/30/75 
Pre-load 

Sandy - Trimble Park Subdn. 5/30/75 
Sewers 

Oregon City - For-Mor Enterprises 5/30/75 
Sewer Extension 

Portland - c.o. #10 STP 5/30/75 
Contract (Secondary) 
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Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 



Industrial Waste Sources J..!.:Zl 

County 

Clackamas 

Columbia 

Multnomah 

Jackson 

Wasco 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Lincoln 

Clatsop 

Clackamas 

Marion 

City and Project 

Near Woodburn - Ted Wilson 
Hog Farm Animal Wastes System 

St. Helens - Boise Cascade -
Water Treatment Plant, Waste 
Water, Suspension & Pump Sta. 

Portland - Carnation Co. 
Albers Milling Division 

White City - SWF (Fir-Ply) 
Glue Waste Water Recirculation 
and Reuse System 

The Dalles - Martin Marietta -
Phase I Scrubber Water 
Recirculation System 

Newport - Point Adams Packing 
Waste Water Collecting and 
Screening Facilities 

Newport - Peterson Seafoods -
Waste Water Collecting and 
Screening Facility 

Newport - New England Fish -
Waste Water Collecting and 
Screening Facility 

Newport - Bumble Bee - Waste 
Water Collection and 
Screening Facility 

Astoria - Ocean Foods -
Screening Facilities 

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland 
Cement Waste Water Treatment 

Woodburn - Sky lane Farms - Animal 
Waste (Egg Laying) Facilities 
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Date of 
Action 

4/11/75 

4/15/75 

5/2/75 

5/2/75 

5/2/75 

5/5/75 

5/5/75 

5/5/75 

5/5/75 

5/8/75 

5/9/75 

5/15/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Conditional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Provisional 
Approval 

Disapproved 



Industrial Waste Sources (Continued) 

County 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Lincoln 

City and Project 

Gervais - Skylane Farms - Animal 
Waste (Egg Laying) Facilities 

Portland - Port of Portland -
Steam Cleaning Waste Water 
Treatment Facilities 

Estacada - Crown Zellerbach -
Park Lumber 

Tualatin - K-Lines, Inc.Waste 
Water Collection & Treatment 
Truck Wash Facility 

Newport - Oregon Aqua Foods -
Saltwater Rearing Pond Treat­
ment System Modification 
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Date of 
Action 

5/15/75 

5/15/75 

5/22/75 

5/22/75 

5/27/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Plan Actions Pending (30) 

Water Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Municipal Sewerage Projects (16) 

County 

Curry 

Douglas 

Lane 

Douglas 

Lincoln 

Douglas 

Washington 

City and Project 

Harbor Sanitary District -
Holly Lane Sewer 

Spendthrift Mobile 
Park STP 

Veneta - Sewage Lagoon 
Expansion 

Riddle - Waste Water 
Treatment Plant 

Starfish Cove Motel 
Sewage Treatment Plant 

North Roseburg San. Dist. 
Lateral A-13 & A-13-1 

USA - Fanno Creek Interceptor 
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Date 
Received 

2/4/75 

2/14/75 

(orig.) 
3/24/75 
(revised) 
5/22/75 

(orig.) 
4/1/75 
(revised) 
5/21/75 

4/25/75 

5/21/75 

5/21/75 

Status 

Held pending con­
struction of 
Harbor S.D. System. 
Response (dated 
2/19/75). 

Requested add'l 
info. Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/9/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected June 16, 
197 5.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected June 20, 
1975.) 

Review to be com­
pleted upon 
resolution of 
administrative 
problems between 
state agencies. 

Under review 
(Review completion 
projected 6/6/75) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/6/75.) 



Municipal Sewerage Projects (Continued) 

County 

Coos 

Benton 

Josephine 

Marion 

Marion 

Douglas 

Lane 

Lane 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Charleston s. D. Sewerage 
System 

Corvallis Sewage Treatment 
Plant Improvement 

Cave Junction Sewer 

Silverton Sewer Projects 

Salem - 12th St. Sewer 

Roseburg - Military Road 
sewer 

Springfield - Oregon Street 
sewer 

Springfield - Beaumont Fifth 
Addition sewers 

Inverness - 158th Sewer 

Industrial Waste Sources (14) 

County 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Portland - Oregon Steel Mills­
Rivergate Preliminary Engr. 
Waste Water & Treatment 
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Date 
Received 

5/19/75 

5/23/75 

5/22/75 

5/28/75 

5/28/75 

5/29/75 

5/29/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

Date 
Received 

4/29/75 

Status 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/11/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/25/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/9/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/6/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/10/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/10/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/11/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/11/75.) 

Under review. 
(Review completion 
projected 6/11/75.) 

Status 

Review to be 
completed first 
week of June. 



Industrial Waste Sources (Continued) 

County 

Clatsop 

Washington 

Klamath 

Washington 

Lincoln 

Tillamook 

Marion 

Wasco 

Wasco 

Date 
City and Project Received 

Wauna - Crown Zellerbach - 4/22/75 
Final Plans - Secondary 
Treatment System 

Aloha - INTEL IV - Neutralization 4/24/75 
Pretreatment System 

Klamath Falls - Weyerhaeuser- 4/24/75 
Bark & Debris Control -
Klamath River 

Hillsboro - Permapost -
Waste Water Collection & 
Evaporation System 

Toledo - Georgia Pacific 
Final Plans Secondary 
Biological System 

East Fork of Trask River -
Fish Commission of Oregon -
East Fork Trask Pond - Fish 
Rearing Pond. 

Salem - Boise Cascade - Yeast 
Plant Expansion 

The Dalles - The Dalles Cherry 
Growers - Preliminary Proposal 
Waste Treatment System 

The Dalles - Stadelman Fruit -
Preliminary Proposal Waste 
Treatment System 

-9 -

4/25/75 

5/1/75 

5/1/75 

5/2/75 

5/6/75 

5/6/75 

Status 

Approval letter 
to be drafted 
June 2, 1975. 

Add'l requested 
information rec'd 
5/22/75. Review 
completion projected 
June 20, 1975. 

Approval delayed 
pending formal 
adoption of log 
handling policy. 

Final plans not 
rec'd as yet. NW 
Region has written 
asking for final 
plans. 

Visited plant 
5/12/75. Letter 
drafted for add'l 
info 5/20/75. 

Review to be 
completed in 
June. 

Memo reconnnending 
approval sent to 
Salem office 5/30/75. 

Approval letter 
to be drafted 
June 3, 1975. 

Approval letter 
to be drafted 
June 3, 1975. 



IndustrialWaste Sources (Continued) 

County 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Tillamook 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Beaverton - Mears Controls, 
Inc. 

Wilsonville - Joe Bernert 
Towing Co. -
Wash Water Recirculation 
System. 

Garibaldi - Edmunds Fish & 
Crab - Screening Facilities 

Portland - Phillips Petroleum -
Oil/Water Separator 
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Date 
Received 

5/19/75 

5/22/75 

5/27/75 

5/28/75 

Status 

Under review. 
Review completion 
projected 6/27/75. 

Under review. 
Review completion 
projected 6/25/75. 

Under review. 
Review completion 
projected 6/25/75. 

Under review. 
Review completion 
projected 6/27/75. 



Permit Actions Completed (56) 

Water Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Municipal Sources (_12) All NPDES) 

County 

Clackamas 

Douglas 

Josephine 

Benton 

Lane 

Douglas 

Umatilla 

Baker 

Klamath 

Wasco 

Klamath 

Lake 

City and Source 

Wilsonville - River Village 
Mobile Homes 

City of Canyonville 

Grants Pass - Josephine Co. 
School District (Fleming 
Jr. High & Manzanita 
Elementary School) 

City of Monroe 

Eugene Public Schools - (Twin 
Oaks Elementary School) 

Milo - Milo Academy, Inc. 

City of Umatilla 

City of Halfway 

Bonanza - Klamath County 
School District (Bonanza 
School) 

City of Dufur 

City of Malin 

Town of Lakeview 

Industrial Sources (44 All NPDES) 

Coos Charleston - Union Seafoods, 
Inc. 
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Date of 
Action 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/12/75 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Industrial Sources (Continued) 

County 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Marion 

Washington 

Lincoln 

Yamhill 

Josephine 

Coos 

Lane 

Coos 

Douglas 

Multnomah 

Douglas 

Lincoln 

City and Source 

Silverton - Stayton Canning 
Co. Cooperative 

Portland - Bird & Son, Inc. 
of Massachusetts 

Stayton - Stayton Canning 
Co. Cooperative 

Timber - Allied Equities Corp. 
(Empire Lite Rock, Inc.) 

Depoe Bay - Depoe Bay Fish 
Company 

Willamina - Willamina Lumber 
Company 

Grants Pass - Timber Products 
Company (Tim-Ply) 

North Bend - Weyerhaeuser Co. 

Leaburg - Oregon Wildlife Comm. 
(Leaburg Trout Hatchery) 

North Bend - North Bend Water 
Board (Shorewood Water Treat­
ment Plant) 

Reedsport - Johnson Rock 
Products, Inc. 

Portland - Ross Island Sand & 
Gravel, Inc. (Boise Concrete 
Plant) 

Roseburg - Sun Studs, Inc. 

Newport - Oregon Aqua-Foods 
Inc. (Wright Creek Hatchery 
& S. Beach Rearing Pond, 
Yaquina Bay) 

-12-

Date of 
Action 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/12/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Permit Actions Completed - Industrial (Continued) 

County 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Douglas 

Lane 

Benton 

Benton 

Lane 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Lane 

Polk 

Columbia 

Lane 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

City and Source 

Ashland - Water Treatment 
Plant and Reservoir 

Portland - Union Pacific Rail­
road Co. (Albina R.R. Yard) 

Roseburg - Roseburg Lumber Co. 
(Plant #3) 

Dexter - Bohemia, Inc. 

Corvallis - Rock Creek Water 
Treatment Plant 

Corvallis - Taylor Water 
Treatment Plant 

Eugene - Eugene Stud and 
Veneer, Inc. 

Jasper - Hills Creek Lumber 
Company 

Portland - Pacific Power & 
Light Co. (Lincoln Stearn Plant) 

Vaughn - International Paper Co. 

Dallas - Willamette Industries, 
Inc. 

Columbia City - Crown Zeller­
bach Corp. 

Eugene - Bohemia, Inc. (Culp 
Creek Mill) 

Portland - Cascade Construction 
Company 

Portland - Ross Island Sand & 
Gravel, Inc. (Hardtack Island 
Plant) 
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Date of 
Action 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

5/30/75 

Action 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 

NPDES Issued 



Permit Actions Completed - Industrial (Continued) 

County 

Linn 

Jackson 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clatsop 

Clatsop 

Lincoln 

Deschutes 

Hood River 

Hood River 

Douglas 

City ~ Source 

Near Larwood - Oregon Wildlife 
Comm. (Roaring River Hatchery) 

White City - Permaneer Corp. 

Astoria - Astoria Plywood 
Corporation 

Warrenton - Bioproducts, Inc~ 

Near Knappa - Fish Comm. of 
Oregon (Big Creek Hatchery) 

Sandy - Fish Comm. of Oregon 
(Sandy River Hatchery) 

Liberal - Molalla Sand & 
Gravel, Ince 

Astoria - Northwest Fur Breeders 
Cooperative 

Highway 30 on Gnat Creek -
Oregon Wildlife Commission 
(Gnat Creek Hatchery) 

Waldport - Eckman Creek Quarries 
Inc. 

Bend - Brooks-Scanlon, Inc. 

Hood River - Lage Orchards, Inc. 

Hood River - Moore Orchards, Inc. 

Sutherlin - Georgia-Pacific 
Corp. (Sutherlin Veneer Mill) 
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Date of 
Action Action 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NP DES Issued 

5/30/75 NPDES Issued 



Permit Actions Pending (220) 

Water Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Municipal and Industrial Sources (185)NPDES; ~State) 

Date of Date of 
Initial Completed 

County City and Source Applen. Applen. Status 

Various 20 State Permits Various Various Not Drafted y 

Various 16 NP DES Appl. Various Various Not Drafted y 

Various 12 State Permits Various Various Pencil Drafts 

Various 3 State Permits Various Various Applicant Review 

Various 13 NP DES Permits Various Various Applicant Review y 

Various 113 NP DES Permits Various Various Public Notice y 

Various 43 NP DES Permits Various Various EPA Final Review y 

Y Most of these applications are for renewal of permits. Old permit remains in 
force until renewal is issued. 

y Most of these are new or renewal applications. They will be processed within 
the statutory deadline. 

y All NPDES permits, except for new applications, should be issued by June 30, 
1975. Most applicants are existing sources which are currently regulated by 
a State permit. The NPDES permit, when issued, will replace the State permit. 
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Plan Action Completed (13) 

Air Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Direct Stationary Sources (13) 

County 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Jackson 

Multnomah 

Union 

City and Project 

White City - SWF Plywood 
New cyclone for new truck 
chip bin. 

Portland - Zidell Exploration 
Inc. New secondary aluminum 
smelter. 

Astoria - Layton Funeral Home -
New cremation incinerator. 

Portland - Kaiser Permanente 
Medical Center - New controlled 
atmosphere incinerator. 

Clackamas - Caffall Bros. Const. 
Portable rock crusher. 

Lake Oswego - Oregon Portland 
Cement - New baghouse for #2 
cement packing scale. 

Molalla - Molalla sand and 
Gravel Co. - Water spray dust 
control on rock crusher. 

White City - SWF Plywood - New 
baghouse for control of sander 
dust. 

Portland - Troxel Panel Pro-
ducts, Inc. - Two new paint 
spray booths. 

Elgin - Boise Cascade - New 
cyclone for conveying green 
wood chips. 
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Date of 
Action 

5/2/75 

5/16/75 

5/19/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/21/75 

5/23/75 

5/23/75 

Action 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 

Approved 



Date of 
County City and Project Action Action 

Union Elgin - Boise Cascade - Three 5/23/75 Approved 
new cyclones for conveying 
green wood chips. 

Clatsop Astoria - Astoria Plywood Corp. 5/23/75 Approved 
Ducting veneer drier emissions 
to existing hog fuel boiler. 

Josephine Grants Pass - Four Ply-Baghouse 5/30/75 Approved 
for control of sanderdust 
emissions. 

Indirect Sources .!..Ql.. 
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Plan Action Pending (23) 

Air Quality Program 

May, 1975 

PJ:!ect: Stationary Sources (23) 

County 

Douglas 

Multnomah 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Washington 

City and Project 

Roseburg - Raintree Wood 
Products. New cyclone to 
control dry sawdust from 
several saws. y 

Portland - Port of Portland 
Bulk commodity rail 
receiving and ship loading 
facility. y 

Salem - Boise cascade 
New countercurrent pulp 
washers. y 

Portland - Boeing of Port­
land - Scrubber to control 
salt fumes. y 

Durham-USA - New sludge 
incinerator. f:.I 
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Date 
Recd. 

4/9/74 

6/12/74 

7/7/74 

11/26/74 

12/31/74 

status 

Awaiting infor­
mation to deter­
mine if type of 
material should 
be collected by 
baghouse. Expect 
completion by 
July 1975. 

Awaiting infor­
mation on controls. 
Info will be rec'd 
when Port approves 
project funding 
which is expected 
by June 1975. 

B-C investigating 
available control 
methods as requested. 
Expect information 
by June 15, 1975, 
and action by June 30, 
1975. 

Reviewing 4/8/75 
request by company 
to renovate existing 
scrubber. Expect 
action by 
June 15, 1975. 

Reviewing adequacy 
of add'l information 
submitted 5/15/75. 
Expect action by 
June 30, 1975. 



Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Klamath 

Columbia 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Union 

City and Project 

Bly - Weyerhaeuser Co. -
New boiler with two (2) 
multiclones for control. y 

Clatskaine - Kaufmann 
Chemical Corp. - Bulk 
sulphur rail receiving 
and ship loading fac­
ility. y 

Portland - Albers Milling 
New oil-gas boiler. y 

Troutdale - Reynolds Metals 
Co. - New particulate and 
fluoride baghouse collection 
system for all aluminum 
reduction pot lines. y 

Milwaukie - Milwaukie 
Plywood - Scrubber 
control of veneer 
driers. y 

Elgin - Boise Cascade -
New veneer drier. y 
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Date 
Received 

1/6/75 

2/25/75 

3/3/75 

3/10/75 

4/10/75 

4/16/75 

Status 

Information sub­
mitted 4/21/75. 
Company notified 
of deficiency in 
information sub­
mitted on 5/8/75. 
Action expected 
within 30 days after 
receipt of info. 

Additional infor­
mation requested 
4/22/75. Action 
expected within 15 
days after receipt 
of information. 

Review completed, 
drafting approval 
letter. Expect to 
be mailed 6/6/75. 

Reviewing adequacy 
of additional info 
submitted 5/15/75. 
Expect action by 
June 30, 1975. 

Review of infor­
mation submitted 
indicated opacity 
reading of similar 
existing unit needed. 
Expect action by 
6/10/75. 

Review completed. 
Drafting approval 
letter. Expect 
to be mailed by 
6/9/75. 



Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Union 

Grant 

Coos 

Union 

Lane 

Lane 

City and Project 

Elgin - Boise Cascade -
Conversion of veneer 
drier from gas to 
steam. y 

John Day - Edward Hines 
Co. - New hog fuel boiler 
controlled by wet 
scrubber. Y 

North Bend - Weyerhaeuser -
Spray chamber control 
of veneer drier 
emissions. y 

La Grande - Boise Cascade 
New cyclone for conveying 
wood chips and sawdust. Y 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New condensate stripper. y 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New countercurrent pulp 
drum washer. Y 
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Date 
Received 

4/16/75 

4/18/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

Status 

Review completed. 
Drafting approval 
letter. Expect to 
be mailed by 
June 9, 1975. 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/30/75. Action 
expected within 
30 days of receipt 
of information. 

Requested Add'l 
information on 
5/8/75. Action 
expected within 
30 days of receipt 
of information. 

Review indicated 
add'l opacity 
reading needed. 
Expect completion 
of review by 
6/20/75. 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receiv­
ing necessary 
information. 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receiv­
ing necessary 
information. 



Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
Control odorous emissions 
from the causticizing 
equipment. ij 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New digester to convert 
wood chips into pulp. y 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New concentrator 
evaporator. ij 

Springfield - Weyerhaeuser -
New sawdust conveying and 
screening system. f:! 

Portland - Bank Check Supply­
New lead remelt furnace. ij 
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Date 
Received 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/21/75 

4/30/75 

Status 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receipt 
of necessary 
information~ 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receipt 
of necessary 
information. 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receipt 
of necessary 
informationo 

Requested add'l 
information on 
5/29/75. Expect 
completion within 
30 days of receipt 
of necessary 
inforrnationo 

Reviewing adequacy 
of additional 
information sub­
mitted on 5/23/75. 
Expect action by 
June 15, 1975. 



Plan Action Pending - Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Clackamas 

City and Project 

Eagle Creek - Eagle Foundry 
Co. Two new induction 
furnaces and associated 
grinding equipment. bl 

Indirect Sources 12.L 

Footnotes: 

Date 
Received 

5/27/75 

Status 

Reviewing sub­
mitted information. 
Expect to deter­
mine whether add'l 
information will 
be needed by 
June 15,1975. 

bl These plan reviews are for modification or additions to existing 
facilities. Pending action by the Department is not materially 
affecting production or operation of the facility. 

3J These plan reviews are for new facilities. Production or operation 
of the facility is dependent on Department action. 
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Permit Actions Completed (201) 

Air Quality Program 

May, 1975 

Direct Stationary Sources (69) 

County 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Portable 

Umatilla 

Date of 
City and Source Action 

Brookings, ACCO Contractors' Inc. 5/5/75 
(37-0053) Asphalt Plant 

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc. 5/5/75 
(37-0025) Asphalt Plant 

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc. 5/5/75 
(37-0068) Asphalt Plant 

Pasco, L. W. Vail Co., Inc. 5/5/75 
(37-0043) Asphalt Plant 

Portland, Babler Brothers 5/5/75 
(37-0021) Asphalt Plant 

McMinnville, J. C. Compton Co. 5/5/75 
(37-0044) Asphalt Plant 

Portland, Babler Brothers, Inc. 5/5/75 
(37-0094) Asphalt Plant 

Roseburg, Roseburg Paving Co. 5/5/75 
(37-0029) Asphalt Plant 

Walla Walla, Washington 5/5/75 
Peter Kiewit Sons' Company 
(37-0095) Asphalt Plant 

Redmond, Watson Asphalt Paving 5/5/75 
co., Inc. (37-0035) Asphalt 
Plant 

Salem, State of Oregon Hwy. 5/5/75 
Dept. (37-0098) Asphalt Plant 

Pendleton, General Foods Corp. 5/27/75 
(30-0064) Flour Mill 
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Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Jackson 

Wasco 

Wheeler 

Portable 

Coos 

Coos 

Curry 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Jackson 

Jefferson 

Josephine 

Umatilla 

Portable 

City and Project 

Ashland, McGrew Bros. Sawmill 
Inc., (15-0016) Sawmill 

Independence, Mountain Fir 
Lumber Co. (33-0009) Sawmill 

Spray, Heppner Lumber Company 
(35-0004) sawmill 

Salem, Oregon State Hwy. Dept. 
(37-0002) Asphalt Plant 

Lakeside, Bohemia, IncQ 
(06-0040) Sawmill 

Coos Bay, Coos Head Timber Co. 
(06-0074) Sawmill 

Brookings, South Coast Lumber 
Co. (08-0008) Sawmill 

Eugene, Bohemia Incorporated 
(10-0039) Sawmill 

Reedsport, Schafer Lumber Co. 
(10-0069) Sawmill 

Glide, Little River Box 
(10-0021) Sawmill 

White City, SWF Plywood 
(15-0012) Plywood Plant 

Metolius, Gourmet Food Products 
Inc. (16-0017) Boiler 

Grants Pass, S.H. & W. Lumber 
Co. (17-0014) Sawmill 

Pendleton, General Foods Corp. 
(30-0012) Flour Mill 

Salem, Oregon State Hwy. Dept. 
(37-0004) Asphalt Plant 
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Date of 
Action 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/28/75 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/5/75 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/30/75 

5/28/75 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/27/75 

5/5/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Addendum 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Addendum 
Issued 

Addendum 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Portable 

Portable 

Multnomah 

Portable 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Medford, Rogue River Paving Co. 
(37-0028) Asphalt Plant 

Bend, Deschutes Ready Mix, Sand 
& Gravel (37-0026) Asphalt Plant 

Portland, Georgia-Pacific Corp. 
(26-2911) Wood Chip Transfer 

The Dalles, C. H. Stinson, Inc. 
(37-0073) Asphalt Plant 

Clackamas, Coo Sand Corp. 
(03-2629) Sand Drying Plant 

Sunnyside, Kaiser Permanente 
Medical Care Program 
(03-2640) Incinerator 

Date of 
Action 

5/5/75 

5/5/75 

5/1/75 

5/5/75 

5/5/75 

5/7/75 

Sauvie Island, B.W. Feed Co., Inc. 5/7/75 
(26-2607) Animal Feed 

Portland, Resource Recovery 
Byproducts, Inc. (26-2921) 
Waste Material Shredder and 
Salvage Process 

West Union, West Union Milling 
(34-2508) Animal Feed 

Sauvie Island, Alder Creek 
Lumber Co., Inc. (26-2537) 
Sawmill 

Forest Grove, Stimson Lumber Co. 
(34-2066) Lumber Mill 

Portland, Zidell Explorations, 
Inc. (26-2071) Secondary 
Aluminum Smelter 

Portland, East Side Plating 
Works, Inc. (26-2805) 
Electroplating 
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5/7/75 

5/7/75 

5/7/75 

5/5/75 

5/12/75 

5/20/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Portland, Columbia American 
Plating Co. (26-2809) 
Electroplating 

Oregon City, Molalla Sand 
& Gravel Co. (03-2628) 
Crusher 

Troutdale, West Coast Alloys 
Co., Inc. (26-2806) 
Steel Foundry 

Molalla, Publishers Paper 
Co. (03-1791) Sawmill 

Molalla, Brazier Forest 
Products, Inc. (03-2533) 
Sawmill. 

Portland, Hercules Incorp. 
(26-1814) Industrial Chemicals 

Portland, Seaport Manufacturing 
Co. (26-2069) Millwork 

Portland, Linnton Plywood 
Association (26-2073) 
Plywood 

Portland, Waybo Inc. 
(26-1906) Crusher 

Beaverton, L. H. Cobb -
Crushed Rock (34-1925) 
Crusher 

Portland, B. P. John Furniture 
(26-1875) Furniture Mfg. 

Tualatin, City Brass Foundry 
(34-2536) Brass Foundry 

Portland, Industrial Chrome 
Plating Co. (26-2793) 
Electroplating 
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Date of 
Action 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Washington 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

Washington 

Tillamook 

City and Project 

Milwaukie, Proto Tool Co. 
(03-2632) Electroplating 

Durham, Washington County 
Public Works Department 
(37-0082) Crusher 

Portland, Pacific Steel Foundry 
(26-1864) Steel Foundry 

Portland, Ross Island Sand & 
Gravel (26-1944) Ready-Mix 

Portland, Ross Island Sand & 
Gravel (26-1946) Ready-Mix 

Clackamas, Nichols Die Casting 
(03-2638) Aluminum Foundry 

Portland, Union Carbide Corp. 
(26-1873) Primary Smelter 

Eagle Creek, Eagle Foundry Co. 
(03-2631) Steel. Foundry 

Forest Grove, Woodfold Marco 
Mfg. co. (34-2584) Millwork 

Portland, Ross Island Sand & 
Gravel Co. (26-1941) Crusher 

Portland, Martin Brothers 
Container & Timber Products 
Corp. (26-2544) Fuel Burning 
Equipment 

St. Helens, Kaiser Gypsum Co., 
Inc. (05-2085) Building Board 

Forest Grove, Forest Grove 
Lumber Co. (34-2081) Sawmill 

Tillamook, Tillamook County 
Creamery Assoc. (29-0004) 
Cheese Processing 
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Date of 
Action 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/20/75 

5/21/75 

5/21/75 

5/22/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Multnomah 

Columbia 

City and Project 

Portland, Portland Willamette 
Co. (26-2435) Brass Foundry 

Clatskanie, Beaver Lumber Co. 
of Clatskanie, Inc. 
(05-1773) Sawmill 

Indirect Sources .i2.L 

Fuel Burning (Boilers) (142) 

County City and Source 

Various Various 
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Date of 
Action 

5/22/75 

5/27/75 

Date of 
Action 

5/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Issued 

Action 

Permits 
Issued 



Permit Actions Pending (408) 

Air Quality Program 

May 1975 

(New Sources - - - - - - -
(Existing Sources- - - -

- - 18- - - - - - - - See listing below) 
- -313- - - See footnote !/) 

(Fuel Burning (Boilers)- - - - - - - - 77- - - - - - - - See footnote ±./) 

Direct Stationary Sources (401) 

County 

Clatsop 

Multnomah 

Multnomah 

Washington 

Clackamas 

Columbia 

City and Project 

Astoria - Layton 
Funeral Home -
New cremation 
incinerator~ 

Portland - Oregon 
Steel Mills, River­
gate - New pellet 
metallizing furnace. 

Portland - Pennwalt 
Corp. - Expansion of 
chlorine-caustic 
soda manufacturing. 

Durhan-USA - New 
sludge incinerator, 
lime recalciner and 
steam boilers. 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

2/28/74 

7/18/74 

11/4/74 

12/21/74 

Clackamas - Caffal 1/20/75 
Brose Construction 
Portable rock crusher. 

Clatskanie-Kaufman 2/25/75 
Chemical Corp. - Bulk 
sulfur rail receiving 
and ship loading 
facility. 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

5/19/75 

3/28/75 

4/17/75 

4/2/75 

Status 

Proposed permit 
mailed 5/19/75. 
Expect to issue 
permit by 6/30/75. 

Expect to issue 
permit by 6/9/75. 

Expect to issue 
permit by 6/9/75. 

(See plan action 
pending)Permit to 
be drafted within 
15 days of plan 
approval. Expected 
by 6/30/75. 

Issued proposed 
permit 4/2/75. 
Expect to issue 
final permit by 
June 10, 1975. 

(See plan action 
pending) Permit to 
be drafted within 
15 days of plan 
approval. 



Direct Stationary Sources (Continued) 

County 

Umatilla 

Portable 

Portable 

Douglas 

Douglas 

City and Project 

Umatilla - Alumax 
Pacific Corp. - New 
aluminum reduction 
plant. 

Yakima - Superior 
Asphalt & Concrete 
Company 

Allied Paving, 
Asphalt Plant 

Roseburg - Dan M. 
Parker - Rock 
crusher 

Roseburg - Umpqua 
Dairy Products 

Indirect Sources J2L 

County 

Clackamas 

City and Project 

Milwaukie Area -
Clackamas Town 
Center 6000+ space 
shopping center. 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

4/18/75 

3/75 

4/21/75 

4/17/75 

4/15/75 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

7/19/74 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

Date of 
Completed 
Applen. 

Status 

Final information 
submitted 5/28/75. 
Expect review to 
be completed and 
determination made 
whether to issue or 
deny permit by 
June 13, 1975. 

Permit to be 
issued by 
6/30/75. 

Permit to be 
issued by 
6/30/75. 

Permit to be 
issued by 
6/30/75. 

Permit to be 
issued by 
6/30/75. 

Status 

Environmental Impact 
Statement received, 
no further review 
by Department 
necessary until land 
use is approved by 
local planning 
commission. 



Indirect Sources (Continued) 

County 

Multnomah 

Clackamas 

Jackson 

Clackamas 

Clackamas 

Multnomah 

City and Project 

Rockwood Area -
Mt. Hood Mall -
6000+ space 
shopping center. 

Oak Grove Area -
Stuart Anderson's 
Black Angus 115 
space parking 
facility. 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

7/19/75 

4/14/75 

Central Point Area - 4/14/75 
Jackson County Exhi-
bition Center - 1500+ 
parking facility for 
fairgrounds. 

Clackamas - Clacka- 4/21/75 
mas Industrial Complex 
68+ space parking 
facility. 

Milwaukie-Waverly 4/23/75 
Greens - 145 space 
residential parking 
facility. 

Portland - Culver 4/27/75 
Brown Apartments-
63 space parking 
facility. 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. Status 

Additional infor­
mation requested 
environmental asses­
sment. No further 
review by Dept. 
necessary until land 
use is approved by 
local planning Comm. 

Transit informa­
tion received 
5/8/75. No further 
review until land 
use is approved by 
local planning Comm. 

Requested environ­
mental assessment, 
carbon monoxide, 
traffic, noise 
impact, 4/16/75. 

Requested add'l 
information 5/5/75. 
Including revision 
of size of facility 
to no more than 
44 spaces. 

Requested add'l 
information, tran­
sit incentive and 
traffic controls, 
5/5/75. 

Anticipate request 
for additional info, 
transit incentive 
program 6/3/75. 



Footnotes: 

.!/ These permit actions are of existing sources that are operating on automatic 
extensions of existing permits or on temporary permits~ We will be unable to 
meet the previous estimated completion date of June 30, 1975, on these existing 
source permits actions, and it is now anticipated that the majority of these 
permit actions will be completed prior to August 30, 1975, approximately 25% 
in June, 45% in July and 30% in August. 

3f All fuel burning (boiler) permits are final typed and are being processed for 
approval. The majority of these permits are expected to be issued in June, 
1975. These permits are of existing sources and do not hinder their operation 
(142 fuel burning permits were issued in May 1975). 



Plan Actions Completed ~ 

Land Quality Program 

May 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Projects ~ 

County 

Multnomah 

Douglas 

Marion 

Resources Recovery Byproducts 
Existing site-Operational Plan 

Superior Lumber Company -
Existing Industrial Site­
Operational Plan 

Macleay Landfill 
Closure Plan 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projects l£L 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects l£L 

Sludge Disposal Projects l£L 

Planning Projects ~ 

County 

Union 

Jackson 

Crook-
Jef ferson­
Deschutes 

Josephine 

Port of 
Umpqua 

Project 

Solid Waste Management 
Implementation plan 

Solid Waste Management 
Implementation Plan 

Central Oregon Intergovern­
mental Council Solid Waste 
Management Implementation 
Plan. 

Solid Waste Management 
Implementation Plan 

Utilization of Solid Waste 
as fuel of South Coast Area 
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Date of 
Action 

5/9/75 

5/13/75 

5/30/75 

Date of 
Action 

5/5/75 

5/6/75 

5/9/75 

5/13/75 

5/13/75 

Action 

Provisional 
Approval 

Approved 

Approved 

Action 

Approved with 
comments 

Approved with 
comments 

Approved with 
comments 

Approved with 
comments 

Approved with 
comments 



Plan Actions Pending i2.l._ 

Land Quality Program 

May 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage). Projects ill 

County City and Site 

Deschutes Southwest Landfill 

Umatilla Pendleton Landfill 

Douglas Myrtle Creek Transfer Station 

Baker Baker Sanitary Landfill 

Douglas Reedsport Landfill 

Douglas Canyonville Landfill 

Klamath Chiloquin Solid Waste Disposal 
Site 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Projects (O)_ 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Projects ill_ 

County 

Linn 

Deschutes 

Western Kraft Corp. 

Deschutes Valley Disposal 
Site 

Sludge Disposal Projects 19.L 
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Date 
Received 

10/10/74 

10/15/74 

1/6/75 

1/3/75 

2/18/75 

3/18/75 

5/12/75 

Date 
Received 

4/24/75 

5/1/75 

Status 

In process of 
approval 

Final grades 
requested 

Awaiting revised 
plan 

Inspection needed 

Awaiting revised 
plans 

Awaiting revised 
plans 

Awaiting USFS 
approval 

Action 

Under review .. 
Review completion 
projection 6/75. 

Under review. 
Review completion 



Permit Actions Completed .!21._ 

Land Quality Program 

May 1975 

Ceneral Refuse (Garbage) Facilities ~ 

County 

Curry 

Marion 

Multnomah 

Yamhill 

Coos 

Port Orford Disposal Site 
Existing Facility 

Brown's Island Landfill 
Existing Facility (Salem) 

Resource Recovery Byproducts 
Existing Transfer/Processing 
Site (Portland) 

Whiteson Sanitary Landfill 
Existing Facility 

Weyerhaeuser, Allegany 

Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 122_ 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities J±.L 

County City and Site 

Douglas Superior Lumber Company 
Existing Facility (Glendale) 

Hood River Cascade Locks Lumber Company 
New Facility 

Sludge Disposal Facilities (0) 
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Date of 
Action 

5/20/75 

5/14/75 

5/29/75 

5/1/75 

5/30/75 

Date of 
Action 

5/22/75 

5/15/75 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Permit 
Amended 

Permit 
Amended 

Permit 
Amended 

Application 
Withdrawn 

Action 

Permit 
Issued 

Letter authori-
zation issued. 



Permit Actions Pending (154) 

Land Quality Program 

May 1975 

General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (108) 

County 

Benton 

Clackamas 

Columbia 

Coos 

Curry 

Curry 

Date of 
Initial 

City and Site Applen. 

Coffin Butte Landfill 5/13/75 

Rossman's Landfill 4/21/75 

Santosh Landfill 5/5/75 

Fairview Disposal Site 6/2/72 

Brookings Landfill 5/16/72 

Nesika Beach Landfill 5/16/72 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

5/13/75 

4/21/75 

5/5/75 

6/16/72 

6/16/72 

6/16/72 

status 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
mailed 4/1/7 5. 
County requested 
additional review 
time. 

Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
mailed 4/16/75. 
County requested 
additional review 
time. 

Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
mailed 4/16/75. 
County requested 
additional review 
time. 



General Refuse (Garbage) Facilities (Continued) 

Date of Date of 
Initial Completed 

County City and Site Applen. Appl~ Status 

Deschutes Brothers Landfill 6/13/72 4/22/75 Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
drafted. To be 
issued June 1975. 

Deschutes Fryrear Landfill 6/2/72 5/6/75 Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
drafted. To be 
issued June 1975. 

Deschutes McGrath Landfill 6/2/72 4/23/75 Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
mailed 5/12/75. 

Deschutes Negus Landfill 6/2/72 4/23/75 Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
drafted. To be 
issued June 1975. 

Douglas Camas Valley 6/12/72 2/28/75 Under temporary 
Landfill permit. Regional 

staff to draft 
regular permit 
June 1975. 

Gilliam Arlington Landfill 5/15/72 11/14/74 Under temporary 
permit. Proposed 
regular permit 
mailed 5/30/75. 

Jackson Dry Creek Landfill 5/7/75 5/7/75 Renewal. Permit 
expires 7/1/75. 
Proposed new 
permit drafted. 
To be issued 6/75. 

Jackson Prospect 3/7/75 4/21/75 Renewal. Permit 
expired 4/1/75. 
Proposed permit 
mailed 5/75. 
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General Refuse --- --

£ount;:L 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Umatilla 

( Garbag~ Facili tie~ 

City and Site 

Florence Landfill 

Franklin Landfill 

Veneta Landfill 

Umatilla Tribal 
Landfill 

lJ 90 other sites with temporary permits 
(incomplete applications) 

(Continued) 

Date of 
Initial 
~lcn_,_ 

5/12/75 

4/2/75 

5/12/75 

5/15/75 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen_._ 

5/12/75 

4/2/75 

5/12/75 

5/15/75 

Status 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Renewal. Permit 
expired 3/31/75. 
Proposed new permit 
mailed 5/19/75. 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Renewal. Permit 
expired 5/15/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Most awaiting com­
pletion of regional 
solid waste management 
plans. Regional 
staff to draft 
permits prior to 
12/75 . 

.:Jj We have previously indicated that permits would be drafted by 6/30/75. However, 
several regional plans have not yet been completed. The regions are now actively 
drafting Solid Waste Disposal Permits and the remaining temporary permits will be 
converted to regular permits prior to 12/75. 
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Demolition Solid Waste Disposal Facilities J_21_ 

County 

Marion 

Polk 

Salem Airport 
Landfill 

Fowler Demolition 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

6/20/72 

8/8/72 

Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities . (46) 

County 

Clatsop 

Columbia 

Coos 

Coos 

Crown Zellerbach 
Wauna 

Crown Zellerbach 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

5/2/75 

4/22/75 

Weyerhaeuser, Dellwood 6/21/73 
Shop 

Weyerhaeuser, Horse 
Flats 

6/21/73 

-39-

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

8/14/74 

8/14/74 

Date of 
Completed 
Applen. 

5/2/75 

4/22/75 

4/12/74 

4/12/74 

Status 

Under temporary 
permit. Regional 
staff to draft 
regular permit by 
July 1975. 

Under temporary 
permit. Regional 
staff to draft 
regular permit by 
June 1975. 

Status 

Renewal. Permit 
expired 5/30/75. 
New permit drafted. 
To be issued 6/75. 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Existing site. 
Proposed regular 
permit mailed 
5/30/75. 

Existing site. 
Proposed regular 
permit mailed 
5/30/75. 



Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (Continued) 

County 

Curry 

Douglas 

Douglas 

Lane 

Benton 

Benton 

Douglas 

Josephine 

Josephine 

Rogge Lumber Co. 

Superior Prairie 
Lumber 

Round Prairie 

Pope & Talbot 

Hobin Lumber Co. 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

11/18/74 

10/2/74 

10/2/74 

5/12/74 

6/21/73 

Paul Barber Hardwood 12/19/73 

Reedsport Mill 8/8/73 

Josephine Co. Indus- 7/18/73 
trial Sludge Disposal 
Site 

Rough & Ready Lumber 6/22/73 

-40-

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. _ 

11/18/74 

11/12/74 

11/12/74 

5/14/75 

6/29/73 

5/20/74 

8/8/73 

7/18/73 

6/22/73 

Status 

Renewal. Permit 
expired 12/31/74. 
Proposed new permit 
mailed 5/29/75. 

Proposed new 
facility. Will not 
be used until 
summer. Proposed 
permit drafted. To 
be mailed 6/75. 

Proposed new 
facility will not 
be used until 
summer. Regional 
staff to mail 
proposed permit 7/75. 

Renewal. Permit 
expires 6/30/75. 
Regional staff to 
draft new permit 
June 1975. 

Under temporary 
permit. Expires 
7/1/75. Regional 
staff to draft 
regular permit by 
June 30, 1975. 

" " " 

" " 

" " " 

" " " 



Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (Continued) 

County 

Lane 

Lane 

Lane 

Marion 

Multnomah 

y Benton 

y Coos 

y Curry 

y Douglas 

y Douglas 

;h/ Hood River 

y Jackson 

y Lincoln 

Georgia-Pacific, 
Irving Road, 
Et1gene 

Georgia-Pacific 
Springfield 

Hines Lumber 

Green Veneer 

Pacific Carbide 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

6/22/73 

6/28/73 

6/29/73 

6/1/73 

6/25/73 

Willamette Industries 7/3/73 

Coos Bay Plywood 
Millington Flats 

U. s. Plywood, 
Gold Beach 

D & D Lumber 

U. S. Plywood 
Roseburg 

6/20/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 

7/13/73 

Champion International 7/13/73 

Boise Cascade, 
Medford 

Publishers Paper, 
Toledo 

7/2/73 

9/28/73 
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Date of 
Completed 

Applen. 

6/22/73 

9/7/73 

5/30/74 

7/3/73 

6/25/73 

7/3/73 

7/2/73 

7/13/73 

6/29/73 

7/13/73 

7/13/73 

7/2/73 

9/28/73 

Status 

Under temporary 
permit. Expires 
7/1/75. Regional 
staff to draft 
regular permit by 
June 30, 1975. 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

Under temporary 
letter authorization 
Regional staff to 
draft regular letter 
authorization or 
permit prior to 12/75. 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 

" " " 



Industrial Solid Waste Disposal Facilities (Continued) 

County 

Date of 
Initial 
Applen. 

Date of 
Completed 

Applen. Status 

Y Linn Bauman Lumber 6/19/73 6/19/73 Under temporary 
letter authorization. 
Regional staff to 
draft regular letter 
authorization or 
permit prior to 12/75. 

y Linn Cedar Lumber 7/1/73 7/1/73 " " " 

y Linn Dean Morris Lumber 6/28/73 6/28/73 " " " 

y Linn Willamette Industries 7/5/73 7/5/73 " " " 
Foster 

Baker Oregon-Portland 6/1/73 Existing site, 
Cement Co. requested letter 

authorization. 
Regional staff to 
respond by 6/30/75. 

Jackson Jackson County, Park 1/12/74 " " " 

Coos Coos Head Timber 6/21/73 6/21/73 Existing site. 
Regional staff to 
investigate. 

Coos International Paper 12/13/74 1/213/74 " " " 

Coos Roseburg Lumber 7/18/73 7/18/73 " " " 
Coquille 

Coos Westbrook Pole and 5/7/74 5/7/74 " " " 
Piling 

Douglas L and H Lumber 6/20/74 6/20/74 " " " 

Douglas Roseburg Lumber Co. 7/9/73 6/3/74 " " " 
5 mill sites 5 applications 

Lincoln Georgia-Pacific, 7/2/73 3/14/74 " " " 
Toledo 

Linn Willamette Industries 7/5/73 12/28/73 " " " 
Sweet Home 

y Permit applications indicated that these were very low volume disposal sites 
with minimal environmental irnpact6 Regulations provide for letter authorizations 
in lieu of permits in such cases. 

-42-



ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Dire'ctor 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET "' PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 " Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item C, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Tax Credit Applications 

Attached are review reports on eleven (11) Tax Credit Applica­
tions. These applications and the recommendations of the Director 
are summarized on the attached table. 

AHE 
June 19, 1975 
Attachments 

Tax Credit Summary 
Tax Credit Review Reports (11) 



Applicant/Plant Location 
Continenta 1 Can Company, Inc. 
Metal Operations 

Lombard Street, Portland 
Continenta 1 Can Company, Inc. 
Metal Operations 

Lombard Street, Portland 
BRM Company 
Industrial Wastes 

Appl. 
No. 

T-644 

T-645 

T-646R 

TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS 

Facility 
Three Fume incinerators for fume 
emissions control from ovens 
used to dry decorated cans 
Fume incinerator for fume emis­
sions control from enamel baking 
ovens 

Claimed 
Cost 

$320 ,942. 00 

31,369.00 

78,800.00 

% 11.llocable to 
POlluti on Contra 1 
80% or more 

80% or more 

100% 

sTfverton - - ·~-·--------

Equipment which densifies, trans­
ports, and stores solid waste 
and straw prior to marketing 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 

St. Helens 
Wi 11 ami na Lumber Company 

Hi 11 ami na 
Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Division 

Commercial Street, Salem 

T-649 

T-650 

T-651R 

No. 3 recovery furnace system 12,051,771.61 80% or more 

Conversion of log ponds into 831,508.00 80% or more 
dry land storage 
Modifications to digester pump- 38,669.34 80% or more 
out system at pulp mill 

-Weyerhaeti~er--C-emp-a-rry--~--~--- 'F-658- Wood- parti c 1 e -col +ection -system - 147 ;606. 80 40% or more, but 
less than 60% -We-e4-P-reE!-1:1-e-ts--MaHu--Pact1:iring-- --~~-- --- ---- at-Versabord (particleboard)-

--~-WaterfrGJn-t-,--Nortl1 Bend-·-- ----- - .-------·-··--plant 
GHSM, Incorporated 
(Girod's Hilltop Super Market) 

First Street, Mill City 
fJeyerhaeuser Company 
Paperboard Manufacturing 

42 Street, Springfield 
Ostrander Construction Co. 
Fremont Sawmi 11 Division 

Paisley 

T-660 Paper baler consisting of auto 5,572.01 100% 
cycle baler, electrical and con-
trol equipment, and lean-to 

T-661 Particulate emissions control sys- 108,482.00 80% or more 
tern from smelt dissolving tank on 
No. 3 recovery furnace 

T-662 Modifications to wig1,1am waste 40,126.00 80% or more 
burner 

Director's 
Recommendation 
Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 

Issue 



TAX CREDIT APPLICATIONS - June 27, 1975 EQC Meeting 
Page 2 

Applicant/Plant Location 
Timber Products Company 

McAndrews Road, Medford 

AHE 
06-19-75 

Appl. 
No. 

T-663 
Facility 
Three Scrubbers consisting of 
rotocl ones on particle dryers 
#1 & #2, and core cyclone & 

_____ f_i11_e __ eye lon e_; __ JJu111p_bJ_!2_wer_s; ___ _ 
electrical supplies; steel; & 
miscellaneous items 

Claimed % Allocable to 
Cost Pollution Control 

$59,015.94 80% or more 

Proposed June 27, 1975 TOTALS 
Air Quality 
Land Quality 

Water Quality _ 

TOTAL 

1975 Calendar Year TOTA~S 
(excludes June Proposed figures) 

Air Quality 

Land Quality 
Water Quality 

TOTAL 

Director's 
Recommendation 

Issue 

$12,797,981.89 

84,372.01 

831,508.00 

$13,713,861.90 

$1,832,372.19 
4,521 ,276.00 

11,516,450-98 
$17,870,099.17 

TOTAL Certificates Awarded since Inception 
(excludes Proposed Certificates) · 

---- - Air Quality -$51,404,122.28 

Land Quality 

Water Quality 

TOTAL 

9,503,925.00 

54, 153 ,387. 51 

$115,061,424.79 



1. Appl ica nt 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Continental Can Company, Inc. 
Metal Operations 
10200 N. Lombard St. 
Portland, OR 97203 

Appl T-644 
~~~----

Date April 7, 1975 
--------

The applicant owns and operates a metal can production facility located in 
Portland, Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facilities described ;n this application are three (3) fume incinerators 
which burn the fumes emitted from the ovens that are used to dry"decorated 
cans. 

Facility cost: $320,942.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in August, 1972. Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocated to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to install the fume incinerators by the former 
Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority to control odor and visible 
emissions .. Prior to the installation of these facilities emissions from the 
ovens were uncontrolled. 

The plans and specifications for the three incinerators 1·1ere reviewed and 
approved by the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority. The Department 
has inspected the claimed facilities and has found that they are operating · 
satisfactorily. Fume incinerators are considered to be the highest and 
best practicable control of emis~ions. from this type of oven. There is no 
economic return on this installation. Therefore, it is concluded that the 
facilities were installed and are operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the· 
cost of $320,942.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be 
issued for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-644. 

CRC:mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY' 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Continental Can Company, Inc. 
Metal Operations 
10200 N. Lombard Street 
Portland, Oregon 97203 

Appl T-645 

Date Apr i 1 7 , 197 5 --------

The applicant owns and operates a metal can production facility in Portland, 
Oregon. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The facility described in this application is a fume incinerator which burns 
the fumes emitted from the enamel baking ovens. 

Facility cost: $31 ,369. 00 (Accountant's certificate was provided). 

The facility was placed in operation in June, 1973. Certification is claimed 
under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to install the fume incinerator by the former Columbia­
Wi 11 amette Air Pollution Authority to control odor and visible emissions. 
Prior to the installation of this facility, emissions from ·the oven were un­
controlled. 

The plans and specifications for the incinerator were reviewed and approved 
by the Columbia-Willamette Air Pollution Authority. The Department has inspected 
the claimed facility and has found that it is operating satisfactorily. A 
fume incinerator is considered to be the highest and best practicable control· 
of emissions from this type of oven. There is no economic return on this 
installation. Therefore, it is concluded that the facilities were installed 
and are operated for pollution control'. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $31,369.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued· 
for the facilities claimed in Tax Credit Application No. T-645. 

CRC :mh 
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1. Applicant 

BRM Company 

State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Industrial wastes 
Route 3, Box 36 
Silverton, Oregon 97381 

Appl. T 646 R 

Date _.Y_l7/75 

The applicant owns·and operates grass seed and cereal grain straw storage, 
baling~ transportation and marketing facilities near Corvallis, Linn County. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of: 

a. 90' x 100' shed on 3.3 acres of land. 
b. Steffen bale accumulator. 
c. New Idea side delivery rake. 
d. Freeman hi-density baler (230w-23100-SOB) . 
e. GMC truck and Steffen bale loader (DBA 4003F20839). 
f. Mack Truck and FB 1785 trailer (T 239968ST1259). 
g. Electrical and miscellaneous installations. 

The claimed facility was placed in operation on July 1, 1973. 

Facility cost: $78,800.00 (Accountants certification was attached to 
application.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

For the present, grass seed and~cereal grain.straw is generated in the 
fields after harvest as solid waste during July, August and September 
each year and is normally open burned. As an alternative, to this practice, 
the applicant densifies straw in grower's fields in the form of round bales 
and hi-density bales, which are marketed directly or transported to 
the straw storage facility and marketed later. 

Most grass seed and ·cereal grain farmers are not able to prepare. and market 
significant quantities of straw because of other farming priorities, 
elusive straw markets and hight cost of special equipment needed in .. these 

MS:sa 
June 17, 1975 



• 

··~ 
T 646 R 
June 17, 1975 
Page 2 

operations. The applicant provides more intensive effort to prepare and 
market straw which the farmer is not doing. The claimed facilities 
have the capacity to handle 1500 tons of straw which would otherwise 
be solid waste and open burned. The Department concludes that the claimed 
facility meets the requirements of ORS 468.165 (1) (b) and is therefore 
eligible for certification. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
pursuant to ORS 468.165 (1) (b) for the claimed facility in application 
T 646 R, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $78,800.00. 

MS:sa 

r 



.1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Boise Cascade Corporation 
Paper Group 
Kaster Road 
St. Helens •. Oregon 97051 

Appl __ T_-6_4_9 ___ _ 

Date 6/6/75 

The applicant owns and operates a bleached Kraft pulp and paper mill in 
St, Helens. This mill has the rated capacity to produce 900 tons of. 
bleached Kraft pulp per day. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is descri~ed as: 

The number 3. recovery furnace system which includes the following: 

a. Low-odor recovery furnace. 

b. An electrostatic precipitator. 

c. Five black 1 iquor evaporators. 

d. Two black liquor concentrators. 

e. Smelt dissolving tank and associated scrubber. 

f. Ass·ociated auxiliary equipment (buildings, piping, tanks, 
pumps, fans, controls and electrical equipment). 

Facility cost: $12,051,771 .61 (accountant's certification was provided). 

This facility was placed in operation on January 31, 1975. Certification is 
claimed under the 1969 Act with 100% allocable to pollution control. 

3. Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the (then proposed) 1973 
Kraft Pulp Mill Emission Regulation which currently requires that recovery 
furnace Total Reduced Sulfur emissions not exceed l 0 ppm as an average 
of all recovery furnaces after July l, 1975. The claimed facility replaced 
the number one recovery furhace which could not be economically modified 
to meet the regulatory limits:. The number one furnace has been removed 
from service. 
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Tax Application T~649 
Page 2 

The number 3 recovery furnace also enabled the company to reduce the 
firing rate of the number 2 recovery furnace which had been overloaded 
and thus reduce emissions from it. 

The installation of the ne\'1 recovery furnace increased the total plant 
recovery production from 866 air dried tons of bleached pulp per day 
to a rated capacity of 1015 air dried tons of bleached pulp per day. 
This is an increase of 17 percent. It is therefore the Department's 
conclusion that the percent allocable to pollution control should 
be 83 percent. 

The plans and specifications t1ere reviewed by the Department and the 
proposed installation was approved by the Environmental Quality 
Colllnission in the October 25, 1972 meeting. The Department has inspected 
the facility and has found that it 1·1as operating satisfactorily. Total 
Reduced Sulfur emissions are currently below 5 ppm and particulate 
emissions be l m·1 4 pounds per air dried ton of pulp produced. (Meets 
ne1·1 recovery furnace emission limits required by current rule.) 

The electrostatic precipitator installed on the new furnace has a 
particulate removal efficiency of 99.6 percent, whereas the precipitator 
on the old furnace was designed for a particulate removal efficiency 
of 96 percent (a 90% reduction in particulate emissions). 

The additional chemicals recovered by this increase in precipitator 
efficiency and the value of the additional steam provided by the 
furnace are concluded not to pay for the new installation over. the 15.2 
year amortization period. It is therefore concluded that the claimed 
facility, the No. 4 recovery furnace system, was installed and is 
operated for pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $12,051 ,771.61 be issued for the facility claimed in Tax 
Credit Application No. T-649 v1ith more than 80 percent allocated to 
pollution control. 

CRC :mh 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Willamina Lumber Company 
901 Terminal Sales Bldg. 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Appi, T-650 

Date 6-9-75 

The applicant owns and operates a lumber mill on Willamina Creek Road, 
at Willamina, Oregpn, Yamhill County. 

2. Description of Claimed Facility 

The claimed facility consists of conversion of log ponds into dry land 
storage. Log pond seepage and log debris and silt to \lillamina Creek 
were eliminatedc The following items were involved: 

a. Log Stacker KWBO Dart 
b. Hoist Grappler - MAR 
c. Wheel Loader, Caterpillar 966 
d. Log Grappler, Prentice 
e. .Log Loader, Bucyrus Erie 
f. Construct Log Deck, including Machinery Installation 
g. Pond Fill (Rock & Gravel) 
h. Purchase of property from Willamina Clay Products Co. for sanitary land 

fill 
i. Removal of existing log conveyor over Willamina Creek 

The claimed facility was completed and placed in operation in September 1974. 

Facility Cost: $831,508 (Accountant's certification was attached to the 
application.) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

Installation of the claimed facility was completed at the request of the 
Department of Environmental Quality. The work and equipment described 
in this tax application removes virtually all pollutants from Willamina 
Creek. The log storage deck area is not adjacent to the mill, thus 
logs must be loaded and truck hauled to the mill. 

There is no income derived from t)1e- in.stallati_on of these facilities and 
operational costs of the dry log storage are greater than the log pond 
operation. 

The facility is performing as designed. 

4c Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a_ Pollution Control Facility Certificate be issued 
for the facilities claimed in Application T-650, such certificate to bear 
the actual cost of $831,508 with 80% or more allocable to pollution control. 

WDL:mr 
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L Applicant 

Boise Cascade 
Paper Division 
P. 0. Box 2089 
Salem, Oregon 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Corp. 

97308 

Appl T-651 R 

Date --~6/'-'l"'l~/_7~5 __ _ 

The applicant owns and operates a pulp wood paper mill at 315 Commercial 
Street S.E. in downtown Salem, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is described as modifications to the 
digester pumpout system in the Salem pulp mill consisting of: 

1. Insulating of the digester pumpout stock tank. 
2. Adding a new cyclone between the digesters and the recycle 

acid system. 
3. Strengthening of stock pumpout tank. 
4. strainer for digesters. 
5. Valves. 
6. Low pressure relief parts. 
7~ Labor, engineering, parts, rniscellaneouse 

The facility was completed and put into operation on February 28, 1974. 

Certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility cost: $38,669.34 (accountant's cost certification was provided). 

3~ Evaluation of Application 

This facility was installed in response to the 1971 DEQ Sulfite Pulp Mill Emission 
Regulation. The Department approved the whole project, of which this tax 
credit is a part. 
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Tax Application T;..651 R 
Page 2 

During pumpout of digesters, odorous gas is generated. The claimed 
facility consists of a miscellaneous list of improvements, modifications, 
and final payments on a project (for which previous payments were granted 
tax credit T-539) all of which increase the reliability of the odorous 
gas collection system. The claimed items each improve the function of 
the digester pumpout system and lessen the likelihood of upsets, surges, 
and other unplanned emissions of malodorous gases. 

It is concluded that the claimed facilities were constructed substantially 
for air pollution control and 100% credit can be given. 

4Q Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $38,669.34 with 80% or more of the cost allocated to pollution 
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-651 R. 

PPB: kok 
06-06-75 



State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Appl T-658 

Date 6/6/75· 

1. Applicant 

Weyerhaeuser Company 

2. 

3. 

Wood Products Manufacturing 
PO Box 389 
North Bend, OR 97459 

i 
The applicant operates a sawmily, planing mill; plywood, and particleboard 
plant at North Bend in Coos Cou,nty, Oregon. 

Description of Fae i 1 ity / 
/ 

The facility claimed in thisi application is described as a wood particle 
collection system at the Vehabord (particleboard) plant and consists of: 

/ ·, 

i 

1. Two Clarke baghouses i:'aptllring wood fines formerly emitted to the 
atmosphere (cost $71 (024). 

. I 

/ . 
2. A 30-unit Clarke fl/6-matic bin for accumulating that portion of 

wood fines to be b.t:irned in the drum dryer ($59,897). 
I 

3. Electrical Power/wiring and controls ($8,402). 
I 

4. Engineering ($8/(283). 
/ 

The facility was put into operation on March 25, 1974 and was completed 
on December 1, 1974. 

I 
Certification i£ claimed under the 1973 act and the percentage claimed 
for pollution iontrol is 100%. 

I 
Facility cosy: $147,606 (accountant's cost certification was provided). 

Evaluation pf Application 

The two bJhouses of the claimed facility were installed to enable 
Weyerhaeyser to meet the emission rate required by the Department in 
Secti~n C condition 4 of their Air Contamin~.n.t·· .. Discharge Permit. The 30-
unit st rage bin allows diversion of the captured wood fines from the 
normal pipe going to the sanderdust burner on boiler No. 3 to this bin 
which accumulates fuel for the plant's rotary drum particle dryer. . 

The;~alue of th~ fines collected by the baghouses is more than offset 
b.y the electricity and maintenance costs incurred. 



Tax Application T-658 
Page 2 \ / 

It is concluded that whi1le the two)iaghouses were installed for air 
pollution control, the b1n is par:tz1 of the fuel system for the plant's 
dryer and was not install\d for ./ir pollution control. The power and 
engineering costs for thel~lail)led facility are not divisible into 
baghouse and bin portions a.nd/can be accepted as substantially (over 
half) for pollution control/ Therefore, with $59,897 disallowed, 
$87,709 or 59.4% of the clai!ll ... ed cost can be allocated for pollution 

. ! 

control. / \ 

4. Director's Recommenda:d on 
.• 

It is recommendedthat a Pollut6on Control Facility Certificate bearing 
the cost of $147;606 with 40% o~ more but less than 60% of the cost 
allocated to pollution control ti'e issued for the facility claimed in 
Tax Application T-658. · 

PBB:mh 



State of Oregon 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEH REPORT 

Appl. 

Date 

T-660 

6/12/75 

1. Applicant 
GHSM, Incorporated (Girod's Hilltop Super Market) 
1090 Third Street 
Mill City, Oregon 97360 

The. applicant owns and operates a paper baler at Mill City, Linn County. 

2. Description of Claimed Facilities 

The claimed facility consists of.: 
a. One Prentice Auto Cycle Baler (Serial #A-540-25). 
b. Electrical and control equipment. 
c. Lean-to~ 

The claimed facility was placed in operation on March 11, 1975. 

Facility cost: $5,572.01 (accountant's certification was attached 
to application) 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The waste paper generated as a result of daily supermarket operations 
is baled for recycling instead of disposal at a local landfill. The 
bales of waste paper are transported by United Grocers, Inc., to their 
Portland warehouse. Before installation of the baler, waste paper 
generated by daily supermarket operations was illegally burned in a 55 
gallon drum adjacent to the supermarket. The Mid-Willamette Valley Air 
Pollution Authority investigated on February 24, 1975 and .forced term­
ination of burning. The applicant had a choice of paying the garbage 
collector to dispose of the waste in a landfill or of joining the waste 
paper recycling pro.gram of United Giocers, Inc. who serviced the super­
market. The recycling alternative was chosen and the baler is required to 
facilitate United Grocers' pickup program. l'laste Paper market conditions 
do not presently allow a return~0n investment~ The Department concludes 
that the claimed facility meets the requirements of ORS 468.165(1) (b) and 
is therefore eligible for certification. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate be 
issued pursuant to ORS 468.165(1) (b) for the claimed facilities in 
Application T-660, such certificate to bear the actual cost of $5,572.01. 

MS:mrn 
June 6, 1975 



1. Applicant 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Weyerhaeuser Canpany 
Paperlxlard J.lanufacturing 
PO Box 275 . 
Springfield, OR 97477 

Appl T-661 

Date May 21. 1975 

The applicant operates an inte:p:ated \..uc:rl products mill at Springfield, Oregon, 
including a pulping plant 1-kiich is used in making paperlx>ard. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application controls particulate emissions to 
the atm::>sphere fran the rnielt dissolving tarik on #3 recovery furriace and 
consists of: 

1. Tvx> Joy scrubbers, Type D, Turbulaire, size 24, one on each vent stack. 

2. '1\-;u fans, New York Blower, Type !IDE, size 452. 

3. Connecting duct1-;urk and piping. 

The facility was completed on February 8, 1974 and put into operation on 
February 19, 1974. 

Certification is claimed under the 1973 Act as amended in 1974 and the 
percentOBe cla:imed for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $108,482.00 (Accountant's certification was provide:l). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The Company was required to reduse particulate emissions (mostly sodium 
carbonate and sodium sulphide) fran the vents· to meet 01\R CH 340, Section 
25-165 (2) (c). The "York" demister pads fonnerly used could not canply with 
the standard of 0. 5 lb/ADT for all the vents. On 10/1/73 the Department · 
approved the Canpany' s plan to use scrubbers. On 3/21/74 the Department 
approved the test demonstrating the scrubbers' canpliance as reported by 
the Campany' s 3/14/74 letter. 

The scrubbers reoover an additional $1700 v;urth of chemicals from the vent 
gas being discharged to the outside air; but this value is more than offset 
by the $2800 utility am $3200 maintenance costs annually incurred by the 
new scrul:bers. 



Tax Application T-661 
Page 2 

It is concluded that the scrubbers ~e added for p0llution control alone, 
an:i are allowing the #3 rrxxNery furnace's snelt tank vents to be operated 
within the Department's anission standard. 

4. Director's Reccmnendation 

It is rea:mnended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearin:i 
the cost of $108,482.00 with 80% or rrore of the cost allocated to pollution 
control be issued for the facility claimed in Tax Application T-661. 

PBB:mh 

• 



Appl ,.;,, 
I-662 ·~ ---""-==------"11i;:I 

Date June 12, 1975 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

1. Applicant 

Ostrander Construction Company 
Fremont· Sawmi 11 Division 
Box 1340 
Lakeview, Oregon 97630 
The applicant owns and operates a sawmill at Paisley, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application is a group of modifications to a 
wigwam waste burner. The modifications consist· of: 

]. Underfire air system 

2. Overfire fans· 

3. lgnitors 

4. Damper doors 

5. Electrical· Control Panel with temperature recorder. 

The faci 1 i ty was comp'] eted . and 

Certification is claimed under 
pollution control is 100%. · 

placed into operation on Septembe_r 25,_ 1974. 

the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed for 

Facility costs: $40,126.00 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The applicant was required by Condition 6 of his Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit to modify the burner. The plan to modify it was reviewed and approved 
by the Department. The completed project was demonstrated to the Department 
·and received approval on September 30, 1974. 

The modification allows the burner to burn clearly at less than 20% opacity 
and will make a significant decrease in the smoke and fallout entering the 
town of Pais 1 ey which is downwind from the burner. 

It is concluded that there is no economic· return from the burner modifica­
tion and that it was made solely for air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Pollution Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $40;126.00 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-662. 

PBB:ahe 
06-12-75. 



Appl T-663 

Date June·12, 1975 

1. App 1 i cant 

Timber Products 
Post. Office Box 
Medford, Oregon 

State of Oregon · 
DEPARTMENT OF ENV IRONMENTl\L QUALITY 

TAX RELIEF APPLICATION REVIEW REPORT 

Company 
1669 

97501 

The applicant operates a plywood ~nd particleboard plant in Medford, Oregon. 

2. Description of Facility 

The facility claimed in this application consists of three scrubbers and in­
cludes: 

1. AAF type R rotoclone size 8 on particle dryer # 1 , 

2. AAF type R rotoclone size 5 on particle dryer #2, 

3. AAF type R rotoclone size 12 on the core. cyclone and fine cyclone, 

4. Pump ·b 1 owe rs, 

5, Electrical supp 1 i es , 

6. Steel for platform, and 

7 .. Freight, foundation, fittings, and miscellaneous. 

The facility v1a·s completed in August, 1973, and placed into operation in 1973. 

The certification is claimed under the 1969 Act and the percentage claimed 
for pollution control is 100%. 

Facility costs: $59,015.94 (Accountant's certification was provided). 

3. Evaluation of Application 

The company was required to reduce the particulate emissions from the particle­
board and plywood plants to comply with Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) and 
Conditions 6, section A and 5, section B of their Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permit. Plans were submitted by Timber Products Company on July 28, 1972, and 
approval was granted by the Department on August 16, 1972. By subsequent tests, 
Timber Products has claimed compliance with OAR. The scrubbers installed by 
this project reduced sawdust emissions from 52 lb/hr to 2 lb/hr from the dryers 
and two cyclones. 

The scrubbers capture the sawdust fines with water spray, producing a worth­
less, wet slurry. There is no monetary return from the claimed facility, so 
it is concluded that the project was installed solely for air pollution control. 

4. Director's Recommendation 

It is recommended that a Polluiion Control Facility Certificate bearing the 
cost of $59,015.94 with 80% or more allocated to pollution control be issued 
for the facility claimed in Tax Credit Application Number T-663. 

PBB:ahe 
06-12-75 



Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

I 234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

B. A. McPHILLIPS To: Environmental Quality Commission 
Chairman, McM!nnvil[e 

GRACE s. PHINNEY F rorn: Director 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M, SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 

Subject: Agenda Item No. D, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Subject: Sewage Works Construction Grant Priority List for Fiscal 
Year 1976. Report of Hearing Results and Director's 
Recommendation 

o;""o' The attached Notice of Public Hearing, Proposed Sewage Works Con-
struction Grant Priority List for FY 76 and related documents was 
circulated on May 20, 1974 to all cities on the list, known consulting 
engineers doing sewage works engineering for cities in Oregon, indi­
viduals and organizations who have requested to receive notice mailings 
on waste discharge permit actions and others who have requested 
copies. 

The hearing is scheduled before the Department's hearings officer 
on Juhe 20, 1975. A summary of testimony received at this hearing 
will be presented at the June 27, 1975 Commission meeting. 

The Department will also present an evaluation of testimony 
received and such recommendations for modification of the list as may 
be appropriate. 

Due to the need to adopt the list at the June 27th meeting and 
the short time available between the hearing and the meeting, the 
report and recommendo.ti ons wi 11 probably not be ava i1 able for review 
in advance of the meeting. 

HLS:ak 
June 12, 1975 

Encl. - 3 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 •Telephone (503) 229- 5301 

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

!<ESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM & NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PRIORITY LIST FOR FY 1976 

June 20, 1975 
10:00 A.M. 

Public Service Building 
920 S. W. Fifth Avenue - 2nd Floor Auditorium 

Portland, Oregon 

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500 CFR 35.915(f) and 3§.556, a hearing 
will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to the 
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein.· At its meeting on 
April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staff to utilize the 
priority criteria presented at that meeting and to develop a list of sewerage works 
projects which would most efficiently use available federal grant funds. 

The criteria, enclosed with explanatory memoranda, most specifically reflects 11ational 
concerns of " ... the severity of pollution problems, the population affected, the need for 
preservation of high quality waters and national priorities as well as total funds avail­
able, project and treatment works sequence and additional factors established by the 
State ... 11 Due to the necessity for stressing national concern, certain of the previous 
year 1 s projects have been reduced in relative ranking. These include predominately 
projects not defined by a specific water pollution problem but facing the need for pro­
viding sewers in urban or urbanizing .areas where population densities have rendered 
subsurface sewage disposal unsatisfactory. Such situations are critical to those directly 
involved but the federal emphasis on documented and existing major polluting discharges 
affords less than desirable program flexibility. 

The hearing is called for permitting public participation in the project ranking 
procedure. Federal regulations require that the list receive such scrutiny. The Depart­
ment of Environmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority 
Criteria so as to ensure that the foundation for the procedures is finnly based. 

Included in this packet are the following: 

lg A list of projec~s in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence 
assigned. 

2. A list of projects showing the priority point assignments and totals. 
3. A copy of agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting. 

The results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeting on 
June 27, 1975. At that time, the Commission will be asked to approve, reject or modify 
the list as presented. 

Your cooperation is requested to ensure that the Department's programs for expedi­
tious and efficient handling of public funds may be fairly and equitably administered. 

HLS:ak 
May 20, 1975 

j/ __ /f G2,~-~---
KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Project River Project Step 
Need Emplrnsis Segment Type Stutus Total Prio1'ity 

r'-Jlp 1 i c i1tl t _________ __f'Q_i_1i_t_s ___ _f'clj_Qt~----J'_ojJ1t2 _____ E._o_i_r1.l2__ __ _1'_ol_ri_t s ___ Po i n ts __ .f'ltJ111__b_ec_ 
- -------~~------ - - ----

ili'O\"lllSVi 1 'I e 700 90 33 10 ?. 835 7G 

V rp12ta 700 90 32 10 3 835 77 

(;o'.'ernmrnt Camp S. D. 700 90 30 10 3 833 78. 

n ama th Fa 11 Reg, (Co.) :too 90 2;3 10 2 830 79 

llermi ston 700 90 26 10 2 828 80 

Chiloquin 700 90 25 10 2 827 8"1 

Ontario 700 90 24 10 2 826 82 

fl foes 700 90 23 10 2 825 83 

}funt i ngton 700 90 7 10 2 809 31) 

Baker 700 90 7 10 2 809 85 

,Joseph 700 90 6 10 1 807 86 

Enterprise 700 90 6 10 1 807 87 

Dufur 700 90 1 10 1 802 88 

Lake Os1·10.go--Wi 11 amette 600 100 76 8 3 787 89 

Lab·i sh V"il 1 age 600 100 76 8 3 787 90. 

tiorth Bend 600 90 75 10 1 776 91 

l!orth A 1 bany S.D. 600 90 76 8 2 776 92 

Morth Plains 600 80 77 10 1 768 93 

St. Paul 600 80 76 10 1 767 94 

Lake Osv1ego ( Hil rvey \Jay) 600 80 76 8 3 767 95 

Lake Os1~ego (Terrace) 600 80 76 8 3 767 96 

Lake Osv1ego (Evergreen) 600 80 76 8 3 7G7 97 

Lake Osv1ego (Lakevie1·1) 600 80 76 8 3 767 98 

Cl ac kanws Co.-(Rhocla- 600 90 
\fo 1 schf!S) 

66 10 1 767 99 

Coburg 600 80 7G 10 l 7G7 100 



Project River Project Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Toti\l P1"iorHy 

\r2J:>Jis:l1!:(_1, -·----·---~J'_o_i1_1 ts ___ P_o i n_t_s ___ _f:'g_:i_r1l;_<; ____ __j'Q_i_ti_t_s ____ .J:'Qi nt~_ Po ·i_n ts .!LL1_1n_i1 er_. 

·'ortla.nd (Umid:illa) 

:.uGrandc: --Island City 

Elg'in 

Corvallis-Crescent Vly. 

I iamniond 

Port of T il 1 amoo k Ilay 

Seaside 

\!heeler (Addendum to 
NTCSI\ Grant) 

Aumsvn l c 

Ya.mhi11 

Ti 11 amoo k City 

Dayton 

Sheridan-Willamina 

Amity 

Mo·1a1·1a 

Hoodburn~Gerva is 

Lebunon 

Jeffc\'son 

Cannon IJeach 

L i.nco 1 n City 

Cottage Grove 

Cres1·1e 11 

Oakridge 

Sc'io 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

90 

90 

90 

80 

80 

90 

90 

80 

90 

90 

80 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

69 

67 

67 

76 

69 

57 

54 

62 

48 

46 

57 

46 

46 

46 

44 

45 

42 

41 

42 

41 

41 

40 

39 

35 

8 

10 

10 

8 

8 

8 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

3 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 ' 

1 

3 

1 

3 

1 

l 

1 

l 

2 

1 

2 

2 

l 

1 

3 

l 

1 

1 

1 

870 

8G9 

868 

8G6 

858 

85G 

855 

853 

849 

849 

848 

847 

847 

843 

842 

8t\2 

841 

841 

8t\O 

83G 

51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

55 

57 

58 

59 

60 

61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

73 

7A 

75 



Project Rfver· Praject Step 
Meed Emphasis Scgm,'rd~ T.vpe Statlls Tota.1 Prfority 

\11~11.c_an t __________ _l'_clj_r1_t_s ____ PoJ!_lts- __ l~o_ii_l_t_s, __ · _ l'_clj_ri_t_s~~--Po .l_n_t~_-_·_ f'_cij_i:1ts _ll_timbl~r:_ 

ISA (Rock Creek) STP 

'ortland (Tryon) 

lilrri sburg 

.IS/\ (Rock Creek) Int. 

ionrnouth-l11dependence 

tugene-Springfield 

:orvallis Airport 

JS,1\ (l:o\'1er Tualatin) 

USA (Upper Tualatin) 

lri-C i ty - County 

''lev1berg-Du ndee 

Clackamas Co. S.D. #1 

Junction City 

Eugene Airport 

~-1aupin 

Eugene (Eastside) 

Corvallis Mobile Part 

Glenda 1 e 

Sutherlin 

Eagle Point 

Go 1 cl H il 1 

Cave Junctfon 

Goardman 

Jacksonville 

Prafr·ie City 

Portland (SE Relieving) 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90' 

90 

90 

90 

90 

77 

75 

75 

77 

76 

76 

76 

77 

77 

76 

76 

76 

76 

76 

74 

76 

76 

73 

72 

71 

71 

Tl 

69 

71 

68 

69 

10 

10 

lG 

8 

Hi 

10 

10 

8 

8 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

3 

10 

3 

3 

3 

J 

J 

z 
z 
z 
3 

3 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

880 

879 

879 

878' 

878 

878 

878 

878 

87S 

878 

877 

877 

877 

877 

876 

876 

876 

875 

874 

874 

873 

873 

872 

872 

870 

870 

25 

26 

27 

28: 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

33 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

45 

45 

47 

48 

49 

50 



NEEDS PfUO!UTY RNll(IllG 

Project River Project Step 
Need · Emphas ·j s Se<Jrnent Type Status Total Priority 

\, 11J.}_i_c_i111J ________________ !' o i 11__t~--~l.l_i!1 ts. __ .fQU1~~'.>___ Po i n_i~_. ____ __i_'.Cl_i_n ts __ _f'_()j n t s __ __ll u n~J_g]:__ 

:01·vall·is * 1 

;·1 cttskanie * 2 

·.rook·ings * 3 

JmiJt'i 11 i1-McMc1ry * 4 

;u 1 vcr * 5 

letarts-Oceans i de * 6 

Jni on * 7 

!,ed1·1ood s. D. * 8 

'ruitdale-Harbeck * 9 

)2.nc! 1000 1000 10 

\edrnond 1000 1000 11 

'oster M'i<ll'lay 1000 1000 12 

'orfl and (Gertz-Schmeer) 1000 1000 13 

rerrebonne 1000 1000 14 

JSA (Fanno-Phase 5) 800 90 77 8 3 978 15 

JS/\ (\·!'illo1; Cr. 3rd 800 90 77 . 8 3 978 16 
Phase) 

i\iddle 800 90 73 10 3 976 17 

1-~oseburg (Metro-Reg.) 800 90 73 10 3 976 18 

1-!inston·-Green (Reg. ) 800 90 73 10 2 975 19 

Canyonville 800 90 73 10 1 974 20 

,John Day 800 90 68 10 2 970 21 

Mt. Vernon 800 80 68 10 1 959 22 

Iii ·11 sboro- Irr·i gut·i on 700 100 77 10 1 888 23 . 

Long Creek 700 100 68 10 3 881 24 

* Previously certified 



.....,-- --· ....... 

?i!;c 7 

C·~r:-u; .1:_: 
Estir.mtcd STEP I STEP I I STEP JI I Cumulutive Grc::-it G-~;-i ~ 

Eligible Tot<il Estim<ited Component ~arget . urget 11<:1rget TOTAL Totnl T.:i:-gc: A":'.o"J:it ~:-oj~ct D·)~ :.-•.rs 
1:~--;-r • ._ ~:·.;··.~;::- Priority Project Cost Cost Dollars : . ..,,<ird Grant Award Gr.:int \A.ward Gr;int Gr<:mt Gr<i;;t A'N:J.t""d Doi 1<!:-:. 

C-~1J·-:- ~:.:...,:-er P..::i;:ilic<i:it Descdotion Dollars STEP 1 STEP I) STEP Ill !oate Dollal"s ;Dote Ooll<!rs hDte Doll.irs Doll.:il"S Dollal'"s D<itc FY]/+ ;:y77 ... 

_, .. ~ 
4:,3 

!t53 

,-i< 

:1'• :;.> 

=:.5 
-1.~ ; ... , 
; ... 3 

:.1s· 
;,:; 

~~ J 

5;0 
i:-.:::• 
--~·' 

5;::. 

~53 

:.; 3 

. ~77. 

;_T.3:.:::-~ 

137 

133 

139 
140 

1:.1 

1.:.2 
'1.!i3 

14:. 

1:;: 

1~5 

147 

145 

l.'.;.S 

i50 

i51 

152. 

153 

Suy-to·B<:iy S.O. 

F<ills City 

Bo:"\a:-:::a 

Ad:-i,;in 

?l'"i:-:evi l lC 
"(Lat..1gh 1in-~c1 rose) 

C:-zs::er:t 

Ukiah 

S:.:~;itcr 

Ju:i~Ul'"<l 

Silv.::rtor: 

Hillsboro (Westside) 

\./ilsonville (Soec:t.,,<in) 

S.:ir:Cy 

?0'1'C.:'S 

S:;:-:C~r: (Joh:ison} 

Sc.ot:s ,"\ills 

Qetroit 

STP, !NT 1,800 

ST?, INT 500 

ST?, INT 600 

STP, INT 180. 

INT 635 

STP, INT 300 

STP Jr.ip. 800 

ST?, INT ·2co 

ST?, tNT So 

ST? lr.ip. 300 

STP Autom~tion 300 

INT 200 

I NT 25~ 

STP !mp. 150 

INT 250 

STP, INT 700 

STP, INT 700 

54 

15 

18 

5 

19 

9 
24 

6 

2 

9 

9 

6 

7 
4 

7 

21 

21 

l 98 

55 
66 

20 

70 

33 
88 

" 9 
l3 
'JJ 
22 

27 

16· 

27 

77 
77 

1,548 u 
430 09-75 

516 07-75 

155 u 
546 u 

258 08-75. 

688 u 
172 Ol-76 

69 01-76 

258 09-75 

258 08-75 

172 09 4 75 

216 08-75 

!JO ~7-75 

216 08-75 

602 08-75 

602 08-75 

11 

ll 

6 

4 

2 

7 
6 

4 

5 
l 
5 

16 

16 

11-75 
03-76 

01-76 

01-76 

10-75 

04-76 

02-76 

03·76 

12-75 

01-76 

10-75 

01-76 

02-76 

04-76 

02-76 

18JR 

41 

50 

19R 

66R OS-76 

25 

84R 

24 

25 05-76 

17 06-76 

21 04-76 

12 07-76 

21 

58 

58 

410 

154 

129 

1€1 
97 

189 '77.372 

52 77 ,424 

63 77,487 

19. 77,506 

476 77 ,982 

31 78,013 

84 78,097 

4 78, 101 

2 73.103 

31 78,134 

.Z25 78,359 

150 78,509 

187 78 ,'696 

112 78 ,BOS 

26 78,834 

74 . 78,908 

74 78,982 

10·76 

lo-;G 

10·76 

11-76 

93-77 

Ol·i7 

10-76 

03·77 

ll-76 

10-76 

11-76 

02-77 

1'151 

322 

337 
11 s' 

193 
5~6 

145 

5.g 

193 

162 

451 

451 

7? ,;:3:; 

73, G20 

E:i,c~7 

S::i, i2.J 

-
z:: .3 ~ 5 

2J,S32 
8J,~77 

31 ,,G35 

e1 ,223 · 

31 ,3SC 

SJ ,G4i 

82,'.:.)2. 



..,... .. 

?;gc 6 

1!:-v]cct 
l<.:.-·~c!" 

i.:-.:i ;o-- ·. 
)J 1 

:. ~ 7 
L..;: 

5J2 

~;,~ 

:..:.3 
.:.:..2, 

!,:..5 

534 

5;5 
:.f:-
«;1 

'.:;)~ 

;,:.;7 

~:2 

~-;; i 

5~7 

5~3-

53S 
5!.J 

•. £,j 

5.:.1 

SL1 

?rio:-i ty 
X!.::"'~c.r 

114 

115 
i 16 

117 

11 s 
119 
1ZO 

IZ1 

122 

123 

124 

ii.5 
, .. 
:.::.0 

i2i 

12e. 

129 

130 

i3: 

132 

1~3 

!34 

135 

136 

A::o 1 i c<int 

Dur: cs City 

?u7ific City S.D. 
/",.:?!ct on 

High·11.:iy 101 S.O. 

Florence 

Turner 

Au1or<1 

Don<:ld 

:-icwOerg (:-.;ortliw!?st) 

C.:i:-::.y 

Al~any (Northeast} 

':'a:-:sc:.,t 

Lzpinc: 

/', i 11 c itY 

S·.:ttc Fails 

El i!'.liblc 
?roject 
Description 

ST?, INT 

ST?, INT 

ST?, INT~ 

INT 

STP Imp. 

STP, INT 

ST?, INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

Estimated 
Totul 
Cost 
Dol 1<Jrs 

600 

500 

600 

zoo 
70 

800 

800 

400 

170 
zoo 

Tv:in :\eeks S.D. (Sarvic:w} INT 

l, 100 

600 

JOO 

1 ,000 

500 

200 

S.W.lincoln Co.S.:>. 

.Ro~ds t::id S. D. 

St. He.lens 

,",~rrill 

McCo.c ?oint 

Sisters 

ST? lrnp., INT 2,200 

INT 300 

STP Imp., INT 240 

STP lr:ip. 100 

STP • 1 NT. 280 

STP, INT 400 

C~r.:icl-Foulwc:ather S.O. STP, iNT 1,500 

STEP I 
Estim<1ted Component IT<Jrgct 

Cost Dol l<irs Ai-mrd Gr<lnt 
STEP I STEP 11 STEP I l ! !Dute Dol !cirs 

18 66 516 07-75 1J 

15 

18 

6 

2 

24 

24 

12 

5 
6 

JJ 

18 

9 

JO 

15 

6 
66 

9 
7 

3 
8 

12 

45 

55 

66 

zz 
8 

88 

88 

44 
18 

f2 

121 

66 

33 

110 

55· 

Z2 

242 

3l 
26 

11 

JO 

44 

165 

430 07-75 

516 u 
172 10-75 

60. 08-75 

688 u 
688 07-75 

344 u 
147 u 
172 u 
946 u 
516 08-75 

258 

860 

4JO 

172 
1,892 

258 

20) 

86 

242 

J44 

1,290 

10-75 

10-75 

u 
u 

. u 
08-75 

08-75 

08-75 

I0-75 

09-75 

07-75 

11 

4 

18 

IJ 

6 
22· 

7 
5 
z 
6 . 

9 

33 

•f(: 

STEP I I STEP Irr 
fTorgct 
!Ai·:ard 
1Datc 

Grunt 
Dol Jars 

IT.:irgct 
if.VI<! rd 
IO<itc 

09-76 ·50 

01-76 

06-76 

05-76 

02-76 

10-75 

11-75 

10-75 

10-75 

10-75 

11-75 

Ol-76 

OJ-76 

05-76 

06-75 

10-75 

10-75 

12-75 

02-76 

02-76 

06-76 

02-76 

02-76 

41 07-76 

6JR 

17 

6 

84R 06-76 

66 
42R 

17R OJ-76 

21R 03-76 

115R 

50 

Z5 

SJ 
5ZR 05-76 

21R 04-76 

231R 09-76 

Z5 06-76 

20 

8 

23 

33 
124 

Gr<in t 
Dollars 

J2J 

516 

110 

129 

. • 
323 

129 

1,419 

193 

Ccnulativc 
TOiAL Total 
Grunt Grci:it 
Dollars Do11.:irs 

6J. 72,737 

J75 7J' 112 

63 73,175 

21· 73,195 

7 7J,ZOJ 

600 73,303 

84 73,837 

42 73 ,929 

127 74. 056 

iSO 74,206 

115 74,J21 

63 74.384 

31 74.S15 
.105 74,520 

375 74' 895 

150 75,045 

1,650 76,695 

225 76. 920 

Z5 76,945 

10 76.955 

29 76,984 

42 77 ,025 

157 77,183 

7urget 
IM<ird 
J<itc 

03-77 

12-76 

12-76 

l O-i6 

C0-76. 

10-iS 

10-76 

10-76 

02-77 

12-76 

10-76 

OJ-77 

01-77 
02-77 

10-76 

G :-ont 
A-io'..lnt 
Co~ lo rs 
FY7i+ 

)87 

Ci.;~:.;~ .Jt 
(, i""Or"l-t . 

C·".:i L}:-o; 

'..; ·''· 
rv77+ 

73,243 

337. j),6)0 

129 i3,75;3 

i,5 73'~·3o!. 

·516 74,320 

258 i~ .573 

7C3 i5 ,237 

387 75 ,67~ 
1~3 75,857 

645· 75,512 

155 75,667 

6~ i6,7"31 

i e1 70,s:::. 
258 Tl, 170 

S67 73, i37 

~' 



••n•r-

1· 
I . 

i'.J.:;c 5 

t::stir"':ated STEP I STEP I I STEP I 11 C:.:~ulative Grunt 
A::-.ount 

·--··· ---·~...,:;; 

Cv~:.ilc".. 
Gr;;r,:: 
Dol 1.::-o:. ?:--ojcc~ Eligible Tot<.11 Estimated Component \Torget IT.:irgct Turget TOTAL Tot<il T<irgct 

;;:.;.~Jcr.· P:-io:-ity Project Cost Cost Doll.:irs Award Gr.:int Av.:.:ird Grent ward Grunt Gront Gn:::nt Awaid Dollc:-s 
C-.:,'.0-·'- !\:.:'7:l::e:- A'olic.z:i!: Description Dollars STEP I STEP II STE? 111 ~ate. Dollars Date Doll<irs !~ute Dollurs Dollnrs Doilars Date FY77"'- r:·-r77 ... 

-oTi·.L 

5::1 92 r;orth Alb.J:iy S.D. INT l ,SOO 30 126 1,644 C 07-7·5 11'7R 1i7 65,749 

522 

;.:::; 

3::...:i 

5::.5 

:i53 

:...52 

5:5 

470 

3~3 

:OJ) 

313 

:,55 
1.;;:5 

5:7 
',. .,, 
~:.:) 

:,5~ 

355 

s:3 
3Z9 
5JJ 

93 

9!J 

95 
96 
97 

93 

9l 

100 

l :Jl 

!02 

103 

104 

10S 

100 

El7 

1 cs 
109 
·no 
·;:1 

112 

li3 

Nor:~!-i P 1 a i :"lS I NT 

St. ?<iul ST?, INT 

L. CS'<ICgO (Hervey \.Icy) INT 

L.0:;;,,.:cgo (Terr<icc) lNT 

L. 0~~1e;o {:=.:vergrcen) I Ni 

L.Os'<:ego (L<:ikeview) !NT 

Cl.aci-:.:i;:i.:is Cou:ity Sii' Imp. 
Rho~oCc:1C ron-We ls ch es 

Coburg 

·C~z;--ics:on-EG:-vicw S.O. 

GliCc-ldleyld 

Wes: Llr.n (L.Tualatin}. 

Sh<:iCy Cove 

~\er! in-Col. V.:ilicy 

ECVS.l. {Westside) 

1,l;;:.;n~-~/cs t?or t 

Ki.; l t. Co. { ! :ivcrncss #S) 
C:-e!';)i.:;:: {Ruby J1.1nc.ti on) 

Colu:":lbia City 

Cove 

Siggs .!unction 

L<ikes i de 

Si?, INT 

INT 

S-, 
I, I INT· 

INT 

ST?, ·1NT 

STP, niT 

!NT 

S?T, INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

STP Imp._ 

INT 

STP. INT 

JOO 9 JJ 258 09·75 7 02·76 24 31 65,780 

450 lJ 49 J88 U 08·75 47R OJ-76 290 JJ7 67,117 

20Q 6 22 172. U 03-75 21R 01-76 129 1"50 67,267 

100 3 JI 86 U 08-75 lOR 01-76 65 75 67,342 

300 

200 

400 

l ,COO 

1J100 

l ,200 

266 

Boo 
l ,000 

225 

1,000 

500 

1,500 

200 

BOO 

200 

l ,000 

9 
6 

12 

JO 

JJ 

J6 

B 

24 

JO 
6 

JO 

15 

45 

6 

24 

6 

JO 

33 

22 

44 

110 

121 

132 

29 

B8 

110. 

25 

110 

• 55 

165 

22 

83 

22 

110 

258 

172 
311\ 

860 

946 

l ,032 

229 

688 

860 

194 

860 

430 

1,290 

172 

688 

172 

860 

w 
U' 

u 

OB-75 
u 
u 
u 
u 

08-75 

09-75 

0}-75 
u 

09-75 

08-75 

08-75 

07-76 

07-75 

2, 

22 

5 
22 

ll 
4 

18 

4 
22 

08-75 JlR 01·76 194 225 

08-75 21R 01-76 12~· 150 

04-75 42R 42 

02-76 

u 
12-75 

03-75 

12-75 

01-76 

01·76 

02-76 

u 
02-76 

02-76 

02-76 

01-76 

SJ 03-76 

06-75 

l26R 

28R 02·76 

8\R 05·76 

BJ 06-76 

19 06-76 

BJ 08·76 

124 

16 

66 

83 

OJ-76 

645 

S25R 

172 

511i. • 
645 

145 

645 

375R 

750 

825 

126 

200 

600 

750 

169 

750 

J75 

157 

20 

B4 

4 

105 

67,567 

67,717 

67 '759 

68 ,509 

69,334 
69,460 

69,660 
70,260 

71,010 

7i '179 

71 ,929 

72,304 

72,461 

72,481 

72,565 

72,569 

72,674 

10-76 

12-76 

10-76 

12-76 

10-76 

10-;6 

01-77 

11-76 

10-75 

1 ,233 ' 

193 

253 

774 

967 

129 

516 

i45 

645 

63 .2~'.J 

GS,422 

6J ,62~ 

70.~54 

71.~2 l ' 

71 ,s::;o 
72 ,OGC, 

7::?.,2i 1 

12., c;55 



- . •. 

?;zsc ~ 

Estimated STEP I STEP I 1 STEP I I I Cumulative G':-.::r:t 
Cuilu)t:ti•; 
G r<it. t 
8rJ' 1...:r', 
To-:;,:_ 

~ 

:..:-<~.::::- ?r!o:-ity ?rojcet Cost Cost Dolli'.irs 01-rnrd Grunt 1A1·mrd Grilnt IAw.Jrd Grunt Grilnt Gr.J:-it k·:L1rr!. DolL"JrS 
r0;.:=e::. Eligible Tot<il Estimated Component ~.:irgct jT;irgct IT<irgct TOTAL Tot<'ll Target A:':"Ount 

~!.'.C···. ~-::.:-:·::-c:- ~\o?lic.::int i)cscription Dollars Sl'i:'.P I STEP IJ STEP 111 :J;itc Dollars 1D.:itc Ooll<irs 1DL1tc Dollars Dollars Oo'1la;s Dci::c FY77-"- FY"'.]:___ 

s; ~ 
:..•· 
.:..:.J 

:;;z 

5i3 

:;14 

:;-1:;-

~:s 

335 
w't! 

::-:; 
S!7 

3i3 
. '. :0•" 

:.22 

}~i 

:13: 

~ j :1 

354 
:.73 
:,!.:J 

.::::.~ 

69 Jefferson STP, INT 400 

70 

71 
-, ,_ 
,. ,, 
74 
75 

76 

7i 
iS 
79 
so 
81 

62 

33 
84 

35 
SG 
87 
35 

'" ,, 
9~ 

91 

C<:ir.,r:on Beach STP l1:1p. 300 

Lir.coln Ci :y Ph.:isc ! 200 

Cottq;-; Grove 

Crcs.,,·c.11 

Cu~riCge 

Scio 

6ro·,msville 

Veneta 

Govt. Ca!':':p S.o. 
K. F'<: 11 s !I.cg. (Co.) 

Hcr~iston 

Chi lcquir. 

Ont<irio 

Hi:;es 

Hv:iti.:gto;i 

B.;kc.:-

Jos_e?h 

En:c:-;>risc 

Vufu:-

STP 111'p. 

SI? Imp. 

ST? !~;:i. 

ST? Imp. 

STP Imp. 

ST? Exp. 

ST? Imp. 

S-o '· 
STP 

SiP Imp. 

ST? Imp. 

Cl 2 
C1

2 
S1P lmi'. 

Si"? Imo. 

STP Im;>. 

Si? lrr:p. 

l.ekc Os;·.•cgo·'~li 1 lar::~tte 1 ~lT 

L<ib;shViii<ige DlT 

No:-th Bend STP lr.ip. 

1,COO 

-400 

JOO 

150 

JOO 

400 

600 

2.,200 

300 

600 

JOO 

JO 

JO 

150 

Goo 
540 

75 

S70 

127 

250 

12 

9 
6 

30 

12 

9 
4 

9 
12 

18 

66 

9 
18 

9 

I 

5 

18 

16 

2 

26 

4 

7 

44 

Jl 
22 

110 

44 

33 
16 

JJ 
44 

66 

242 

J3 
66 

JJ 
.J 

J 
16 

66 

59 

8 

95 

14 

27 

)44 07-75 

258 07-75 

172 c 
860 u 
J44 08-75 

258 09-75 

130 . 08-75 

258 u 
J44 U· 

516 u 
1,892 07-75 

258 u 
516 c 
258 u 

26 u 
26 c 

129 u . 
516 08-75 

464 08-75 

65 09-75 

749 

109 

216 

c 
c 
u 

9 04-76 

7 02-76 

09-75 

02-76 

9 02-76 

7 . 04-76 

l 01-76 

so 

09-75 

u 
u 

09-75 

06-75 

.07-75 

u 
u 

11-75 

1 J 04·76 

12 

2 02-76 

u 
c 

07-75 

JJ 

25 

2!R 04-76 

l05R 

JJ 

25 

12 

JIR OJ-76 

I 0-75 

·07-75 

llR 04-76 

6JR 06·76 

Jlf\ 06-76 

06-75 

05-75 

16R 06-76 

50 

6 

06-75 

07-75 

26R 12-75 

129 

194 
300R 

· · 450R 

194 

)87 

194 ' • 

22R 

22R 

97 

652R 

55R 
lG l 

42 63, 153 

J2 6), 190 

150 63,340. 

105 63,41'5 

42 63t487 

J2 GJ,519 

15 63,534 

225 63 '759 
300 64,059 

450 64 '509 

so 6.'.i,559 

225 64,734 

450 65,234 

225 . 65,459 

22 65,481 

22 65,503 

112 6S,6i5 

6) 65,678 

12 65,690 

8 65,698 

652 66,350 

95 66,445 

187 65,6)2 

OJ-77 

10-76 

10·76 

10·76 

l0-76 

11-76 

06-77 

12-76 

06-77 

10·76 

258 GI;, ii;:) 

193 6:+,3;(, 

645 . 65.02.i 

25B 65,273 

193 65 .472 

97 65,56~ 

1,600 67,169 

JS7 67 .556 

392 67 ,s<rs 
48 67 ,596 



------

?.:i~~ 3 

Estimated STE? I STEP I! STEP I! I Curr:ul<:itivc 
'.ol Eligible Tot'1i Estirn<itcd Component jTllrgct . 1fT';:irget IT.Jrgct iOTAL To _ 

~ 

Cu:--u 1 u:: 
c :"dr.t 

Cc1 i.:::-~ 

Fr7o:-ity Project Cost Cost Do11ars ~vuird Grant fi1~ard Grant •!\wa:-d G:-.:int Grant G:-c;:t Awurd "1ol 
~-:,;:;--- ~;:..:-=er A~:ilicc:-:t Dcscrlotion !:loll<ir"S STE? I STEP II STEP 111 IDote Doll<:1rs ID-ate. Doll<Jrs f!J2tc Dollu:-s Doilcrs Doll;;rs Date FY77+ FY77 ... 

i":-nj~ct 
'!c···':c:-

G r<:!"lt 
k.o•m.t 

ars 

:.~3 

''4 
:,33 

;,~') 

--­;··-
5-JJ 

~7) 

:, -:-:: 
3.::.i 

5J~ 

"~·' 
~~3 

S·:i'I 

.:.:7 
:.o.:. 
;.:.5 
';)'_j 

. :::}·;-507 

5::·~ 

!;~.~ 

::::.~1 -~75 

-!-'.> 

' --.. ; J 

.:;:, 

47 

43 

49 

50 

51 

52 
SJ 
54 

~5 

55 

57 

52 

59 

50 

61 

52 

63 
5.:; 
5-" 
66 

67 

68 

Cave J:..:r:ction 

So2•.C:-:;:n 

ST? lmp. 300 9 33 258 09-75 7 03-76' 25' 09-76 193 

ST? Imp. 750 22 82 646 C U 09-75 562R 

J.:ickso:-:vi 1 lc 1"T --, JOO 9 33 258 U 08-75 31R 05-76 194 

P:-;:iiric Ci~y STPi HIT 330. 

?o:-ti<:nd (SE: Relieving} INT 3,500 

Po:-:-; l .:i:-:d (t:mat i l la} l NT 238 

Lc~r.J:-:dc-lslar:d City STP Imp., INT 900 

Elgin STi' Imp. 85 

Corv.Jilis-C:-csccnt Vly. n;T 1,100 

H:::"C:-iond I :lT 400 

i'o:-t o~ Tilla:::ook !k:y !NT 600 

Sc-~sidc STP Imp. 2,000 

\.'h~e1~• INT Lioo 

Av:isvi llc ST? Imp. 25 

Ya~hi11 ST? Imp. 100 

Tiliz:-;co~City ST? lr-;ip. 600 

!Jayto:i ST? lr:ip. 290 

ShcriC3n-l.'i llamlna ST? lr:i;:i., INT 300 

A.":'lit:y STP !mp. 200 

/".ol;:i~ la S7P Exp. 300 

\.'~oc!!:iu:-~-Gcrvais ST? ir:ip. ,·INT Sao 

Lc:ia;-.on ·s;? l:':':p. 1,500 

itock;::0,i;:iy ST? Imp. 300 

10 36 284 C U 07-75 247R 

105 385 J,010 U U 10-75 2,625R 

8 31 249 U U 10-75 216R 

27 99 . 774 u 09-75 9'8 06-76 581. 

3 9 73 09-75 2 04-76 7 

33 121 946 'U OS-75 f15R · 03-76 

12 41, 3l14 10-75 9 04-76 33. 09-76 

10 66 516 U 10-75 6JR 05-76 

60 220 1,720 09-75 45 05-76 165 

12 44 344 u c 
1 3 21 

l 11 86 

18 66 516 

s ,32 250 

9 33 258 

6 22 172 

9 33 253 

24 as 68S 

45 165 1,290 

9 33 25S 

08-75 

u 
07-75 

07-75 

09~75 

08-75 

07-75 

u 
u 

2 

6 

7 
.4 

7 

IS 

01-76 

08-75 

12-75 

05-76 

07-76 

12-75 

04-76 

09-75 

07-75 

09-75 

8 06-76 

63R 06-76 

24 06-76 

25 

17 

25 07-76 

66 

157R 06-76 

31R 04-76 

710 
2se 
JBl 

300R 
• • 

65 

387 

187 

193 

968 

194 

225 

562 

225 

247 

2,625 

216 

675 

9 
825 

300 

450 

210 

JOO 

75 

450 

2i7 

)2 

21 

225 

84 

l. 125 

225 

54,013 

54 ,580 

s4,eo5 
55.052. 

57 ,677 

57,$93 

58,568 

58,577 

59,402 

59.702 

60, i52 

60,362 

60,662 

60,737 

61, 187 

61 ,404 
61,436 

61 ,457 

51 ,632 

61 ,766 

62,391 

6J, 116 

10-76 

10-76 

. 10-76 

05-77 

06-i7 

OJ-77 

54 

1,290 

19 

19) 

129 

516 

Gl ,778 

63,C53 

63 .c~7 

63 ,2$c 

03 ,4G:3 

63,;:5 



-

?.:;:c 2 

~~~~;~~;. ~~~~:~ty 
:;:.:: 
"•' 
1..=-3-01 

J'.• ~ 
:,3J 

.:.35-02 

.:.;;:. 
L.)'.; 

:.33 

:, :: ~ 
:, ::::: 
~·~> 

.:.:.:..-Z.!!5 
:..;1 

.:.;; 

~'Ji 

Ji!.i 
::7.:,. 

:.53 
.:..;:. 
-;,~ 

"•J 

" -.. :) 

2J 
Z4 
2; 
26 

L7 
LB 
29 
JO 
)1 

J2 
JJ 
)4 

JS 
35 

J7 
Jo 
39 

. 4J 

41 
42 

43 
!;.4 

43 

A::i::il ic.:i:-:t 

r.illsboro-1\rigation 

Long Creek 

USA (Reck Creek) 

?ort1.1:iC (Tryo:i) 

1-:.Jrrisbw:-g 

US.l. \Rock Creek) 

1-'.or.r:-:i·J th-1 nde~e.r:dence 

Eu~cnc-S?rlngflcld 

Corv.i11is Airport 

USA (Lo1·1cr 'iuD J ;;it in) 

USA (U?pcr Tualatin) 

Tri·Clty - County 

r;c·,·1::crg-Oundce 

Clcck;;i~as Co.S.O. il 

Junctio<i City 

Eugo:!;-:e Ai r;:iort 

r.<IU? i!"l 

Eugene (Eastsicic) 

Co:-va1 !is Mobile Park 

Glend;;iie 

Su:hcrLin 

Ecglc Point 

Gold Hil 1 

El ig!ble. 
Project 
Dcscri pt ion 

STP #1 

STP 
STP 

STP 

STP 

INT 

STP · 

Estimated 
Tot;;il 
Cost 
Do! i ars 

100 
200 

·., 25, 199 . 

5,500 

J75 
4,500 

800 
STP 15,000 

ST? or I NT 500 

!NT 600 

INT 2,650 

Reg. STP 7,500 
Reg. STP 'J,200 

I NT 630 

STP Im?• 350 
Si? Imp. 200 

Si? Imp. 

INT 

!Ni 

STP Imp. 

Si? lr:i;:>. 

ST? Ir.:µ. 

SiP Imp. 

235 

4,500 
700 
800 

2,2.90 

175 
375 

STEP I 
Estimated Component ~<1rgct 

Cost tool Jars ~ward Graiit 
STEP I STEP 11 STEP 111 ,O<Jte Ool lars 

J 
G 

J78 
165 

11 
1J5 
24 

225 

15 
18 
45 

112 

JG 
18 
10 
G 

7 

1J5 
21 
24 

ZJ 

5 
11 

11 
22 

1 ,512 

605 
41 

495 
88 

BG 
176 

23,J09 
4,730 

J23 
3 ,870 

988 
8116. 13,929 

55 430 

66 516 
160 2,445 

825 G,563 
132 1,032 

69 543 
JB 302 
22 172 

2? 
495 

77 
88 

252 

19 
41 

203 
J,870 

602 
688 

2,015 

151 
32J 

u 
c 
c 
c 

07·75 
c 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

07-75 
u 

07-75 
01-71\ 

U· 

u 

u 
u 
u 

09-75 

8 

27 

7 

4 

8 

STEP I I STEP ! ! I 
Target ii:irget 
Award Grant !A·.-<oird Gra:it 

TOTAL 
Gra:it 
Dollars Date Doil a rs Dote Dollars 

08-75 
u 

06·75 
c 

01-76 
u 

10-75 
01-76 
09·75 
03·76 
04-76 
01·76 
02-76 

10R· 12·75 
10-75 

l ,890R OG-75 
08·75 

JI OG-76 
12·75 

84 08-)G 
803~ 

. 52R 05-76 

63 . o8-7G .. 
153 09-76 
)OJR 

99 
65' 07-75 
29 
17 

65 
150 

18,839 

4, 125R 

242 
J,J75R 

51G 

75 
150 

8,000·~ 

4, 125 

281 
J,J75 

600 
BOJ 

323 375 

J87 450 
1,834 • l ,987 

703 
i26 

4070.. 472 

JG 
21 

" 

Cu::iulntivc Gr<i:it 

''''' '"',;....= 

Cu-:i.;l;:i:;:i·. 
G :-.1-:~ 

Tot<il T<1rget A;no~r.::: Doi i.1:-:; 
Gr<i~::: Award Do: Jars 707!,L 

'FY77+ Do 11 ::i;s Da tc 'FY77+ 

28, 912. 

29,062 
37,062. 

41, 137 
41,468 

41.i ,843 

45, 443 
46 ,246 

46 '621 

47 ,071 
49 ;05s 
49,751 

49,837 

50,359 

50,395 

50,41G 

10·76 10,899'~* 41,Eoo 

10·76 10,44G 52,2'5 

10·7G 4,922 57,163 
·10-76 774 5i ,S42 

04-77 226 58, 1G3 

01·77 129 52,2)7· 

u 
12·76 
07·76 
10-75 

01·7G 
2"' OG·7G 

472' 
152 176 50' 592 

09-75 
09-75 

01·76 
OJ·7G 

84R 03·76 
206R 03·7G 

!SR 07·76 
J 1 09·7G 

516 
1,511 

1 lJ 
242 

472 51,CG4 

GOO 51 , GG4 

j '7i 7 

131 
281 

53,381 

53 ,512 

5J,793 
*Phase 

01-77 
OG-77 

2,902 61, i9S 

525 Gl,724 

**Phc.s~ 11 
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:.::; 

~:i9 

~27 

!: l J 

'" . .::: 
~;.3 

z.33 

z 
l 
4 

5 
6 

7 

3 

9 
10 

II 
1Z 
1) 

!4 
15 
16 

17 
13 

. 19. 
20 

Zi 

·'' 

Eligible Total Estir.:atcd Co;riponcnt 1argct ~;:irgct 1.:irgct Totcii Target A".'O:.r:it Dol!ilr:; 
l'.'rojcct Cost Cost Dol lors Awnrcl Gr<1nt V'~1·1.ird Grant ~10:-d Gr.:int 
Description Dollilrs STEP I STEP 11 STEP tli ,Date Dolhirs IDoitc Dollar's <itc Dollors 

TOTAL 
Grant 
Dolln•s 

Gr.:i:-:t A""ard i)o11.;;-s. -707/•,L 
~Yi7+ FY77""' A:i:)l ic.<1nt 

Corvallis 

C1atsknnic 

S:-cc~ir.!:iS 

U:":" • .:iti l !u-Mc.Nury 

C'.Jlvcr 

Net.o::-ts-Oc:eans iCe 

U:-:ic:"l 

i\cci\~ood S. 0. 

f;-u i td.:i lc·Harbec.k 

Sc;;:i 

RcC0ont! 

~os :;er-Ml Cv,'<Jy 

Si? Imp. 

STP Imp. 

iNT 

INT 

STP, INT 

ST?, !~T 

STP ~ !NT 

STP, INT 

INT 

System 

Syster.i 

System 

?o;-t1il:"ld (Gertz·Sch::"eer) System 

i'c:-re::io:"lnc 

USA (f;;nno - Philsc 5) 

System 

!NT 

USA (\.'i 1 i C'</ Crk - ?h5c. 3) ! ~IT 

R'ic'dle SiP 

F.osc::i:.irg Metro. (Reg.) ST? 

W'ins:o:-:-Grcc!'I (Reg.) SiP 

C<::iyo:ivi l le STP Ill'?· 

John O<!y ST?, I NT 

M:. Verno!'I ST?, INT 

12,000 

1, 100 

208 . 

198 
211 

1,500 

490 

900 

88 

28,201 

14, 129 

2,800 

2,600 

900 

186 

190 
525 

10,600 

1 ,800 

840 

1 ,600 

JOO 

6 

6 

7 
45 

15 

I 08 

ZJ 
22 

25 
165 

54 

27 99 
J 10 

51 l ,551 
2 IO 820 

4Z 

39 
27 
6 

6 

16 
318 

36 

25 
48 

9 

270 
286 

.99 
zo 
21 

58 
1, 166 

198 

92 
176 

33 

10,320 

946 
179 
170 

199 
1.,290 

421 

774 

75 
26,599 

1),099 
2,488 

2 ,275 

774 

160 
16) 

451 
9, l 16 

1 ,566 
723 

'1,376 

258 

c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
c 
'c 

c 
u 
u 

12-75 

c 

u 
u 
c 
U. 

u 
03-75 
10-75 
07~75 

31 

19 
36 

7 

A 

06-75 
c 
c 
c 

07-75 
06-75 

u 
c 

OZ·76 
10-75 
07-76 

c 

u 
u 
u 

01-76 
08-75 
06-76 

06-76 
01-76 

07-75 
81R 08·75 

07-75 
01-75 
04-75 

157R 03-76 

.51R 09·75 

1,201R 

' 08-75 

04-75: 

772R 09·76 
zoz 

1, 113R 

99-75 

07-75 
08-75 
08-75 

175R 0)·76 
69 

1)2 

25 06-76 

Do11.:irs Dute 

7,740 7,740 7. 740 

8,530 

8. 606 

8,-334 

9,007 

709 '790 

156.~ 156 

148R 143 

173• 173 
967. 1,125 10,132 

316 367 10,499 

675?. 675 11~174 

66R 66 11 ,240 
1,201 12,~41 

9,824 10,596 23,037 
2)) 23,270 

1,9;bP. 

1J9R 
142R 

393?. 

1'174 

193 

1,950 . 25,220 

139 25,359 
142 25,501 

393 25,394 
l,li3 27,007 

1,3119 28,356 
S3 28,il44 

168 28,6i2 

225 28,837 

11·76 19,949 19,S4S . 

03-77 1,806 2i ,815 

lZ-76+ 675 22,4SC 

07-77 6,837 29 .327 

12:..;5 5~2 2;,s;;: 

07-77 1 ~032 30,90; 



PRIOlUTY LIST 

Fiscal Year 1976 

The list attached is a ranking of r)rojCcts in numerical 
sequence in accordance v1itl1 the point system developed by 
the De1)artment and approvec1 by the Environrn.ental Quality 
Commission. 

The f11nding allocation to Oregon by tl1e EDvirornnental 
Protection Agency is $77, 582, 900. ·rncreasing this figure 
by the amount of unobligatec1 75 FY funds and decreasing 
it by FY 75 project cost O\rerruns and reserve req11irernents 
results in a funding avail0bili ty for obligation ur1der 
the proposed project listing of approximately $77,000,000. 
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through 129 
within t11e current ft1nding limitations. 

Since the Environmental Quality Commission has the 
authority to moclify the list and the criteria and EPA 
apy;iroval and public accept.a.nee are rcquisi tes f:or use, a 
specific cut-off project 11c.:..s not .fJee11 deter1ni!-1ed at this 
time. This \Vill be done follo;;·1ing the acceptance and 
approval of the: list, and the affected n1t1nicipa.li ties 
will be notified. 
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NurnJ)cr 

48 Hood Rivel: 

49 Un1at5.1'1a Hivcr 

so 

51 

52 Lost rziver 

53 .1:15.lliarnson' River 

54 Snake River 

55 SilviOs l\ivcr 

56 Salmon Ri vcr 

57 J\lsea River 

58 Lowei: Urnpqua River 

59 Lewis.and Clark River 

60 '·lClaskanj_ne River 

61 White River 

62 l'lal-1T1 Springs River 

63 Crooked River 

64 Metolius River 

65 

66 Fall River 

67 Little Deschutes River 

68 Nor.th Fork John Day River 

69 South Fork John Day River 

70 1'all<t Halla River 

71 Powder Jd vcr 

72 \·lallowa Hivcr 

ll - 4 



llunt1Jcr NaH1c of Scqrnent ---·-

23 Nctarts }3oy 

24 Siusla\-,t l~ivcr 

25 Chetc;o River and Chetco Cove 

26 Coc1ui11e l"tivcr 

27 Sout11 CoquiJlc Ri\rc)::-

28 Yuc1uina River 
'· 

29 south Yamhill River 

30 Mill Creek 

31 North Yamhill River 

32 Yaml1ill H.i\rer 

33 Pudding River 

34 Molalla River 

35 South Santiam Ri\rer 

36 . Santitnn and l~orth SantiaJn River 

37 Pacific Ocean 

38 Coast Fo.rk Hillarnette River 

39 Middle Fork Willamette River 

40 Clac}~arnas River 

41 l-1c1Cenzic River 

42 Rickreall Creek 

43 Luckiarnutc River 

44 11arys River 

45 

46 .. Long Tom River 

47 Columbia Slough 

n - 3 



Attaclunent II 

S'l'REhJ.1 SEGMENT R11NKING 

from "flnnual St0te \·latC'r Str21tc9y ··~ FY 75'.' 

l 'l~ualatin River 

2 \'Jillarnette nivc~r 

Coos lSay 

Deschutes R:iver 

5 South Umpqua Ri.ver 

G Umpqua anc1 NoJ:th Umpqua Jdve:r. 

7 Rogue Rive_:r. 

8 Bea:r. C:r.eek 

9 Columbia River 

10 John Day Rive:r. 

11 Grande Ronde Rh·er 

12 Sandy River 

13 Sk:ipanon River 

14 Necn11icu1n Ri Ver 

15 Neacoxie Cree};: 

J.G 

17 Nel1ale1n Ba~{ 

J.8 Wi.lson River 

19 'J'rask. River 

20 •rillamook River 

21 'l'illmnook Bay 

22 Nest:ucca I~ivcr 

(l't) l~a1necl segn1ent incluaes tribt1tarics thc}:et.o unless sucl1 tributaries 
are othcrwi.sc lif;tccl. 

)3 .. 2 



Table A 
Pagro 2 

Point 
_!12s_~i_911rncn t 

l 

2 

3 

Point 
C a_-~~lJ_Qj:J_e s 

Step Stutus -- -----~--· 

Step I - Facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. 



Table f\ 

Point 
~s_s_:i_a~111~Q.rl~ 

1000 Total* 

800 

700 

GOO 

400 

100 

90 

. 80 

50 

Project i'riorHy Rank·inq Cl'iteda for FY 76 

Point 
fa teg_()ljc~ 

Pro j c_c_Ll~Pc ('.cl_ 

Project necessary to comply 1·1ith mandatory annexation order 
under ORS 222 or Wdsle Disposal Well Schedule under OAR 
Chapter 3~0, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col­
lection system, where appropriate). 

("'Points for regulatory _ernphasis, stream segment ranicing, 
projf'ct type, and step status included in total.) 

Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream \·later 
Qua'lity Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision l or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violatfon. 

Project necessary to comply with minimum v1aste treatment 
standards or effluent standards es tab l ·i shed by the Department 
of Environmental Quality or.the Environmental Protection 
/\gency. 

Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented ''non 
point source'' contamination of groundwater or surface waters 
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in 
known urban or urbanizing areas. 

Project desfrable for prevention of potential water pollution 
prob l erns. 

Reg_LIJ ator',l'._ Emphasis 

Environmental Quality Commission Order or Re~1ulation. 

NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

Letter d'irect·ive, preliminary planning approval or project 
author·ization from the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Other v1ritten statement of project desirabi l Hy by DEQ or 
the Comnrission. 

Stream Seginent Rankir!_g_ 

77 max·imum Streams ranked in inverse orde1' to that shown in "Annual 
State Water Strategy - FY 75''. 

10 

8 

Proj cct Ty_p_~ 

Se1·1age treiltment plant projects including cost-effective 
sewer rehabilitation. 

Interceptor sewers, major pumping s~ations and pressure 
inains. 



l\TTl\CllMEIH I 
Page 3 

may either reserve the funds for an additional three montl1s or may 
allocate same to tl1c next project on the list awaiting funds. The 
Depilrt11wnt shall notify the ilppl·icant of its intent to Lake such 
action. 

F Contingency Reserve 

I\ minimum of 15% of C'ach fiscal year's allocution of grant 
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant 
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency 
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months 
prior to the end of the f·iscal year if it appears that the total 
reserve will not need· to be maintained. 

VI Elgibility for Fundin9 

A 

B 

HLS:ak 

Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis­
tance sha 11 be l "irnited to sev1age treatment works, interceptor 
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public 
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an obvious· cost 
effective benefit related directly to size, effective life or 
performance of the sewage treatment pl ant. ' 

For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis­
tance 1·1here such systems are required to comply 1·1ith a mandatory 
annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 Qr OEQ regulations 
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR Chapter 340 
Section 44·-005 et seq). This elgib·ilHy of collection systems v1ill 
·not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the En vi ronmen ta 1 
Quality Commission f"inds that sufficient federal funds arc~ ava"il­
able to permit extension \'lithout jeopardiz-ing the construction 
progrum for essential treatment ~mrks and illterceptor sewe\'s. 

l\pril 18, 1975 



ATTACHMENT I 
Page 2 

B Adclit:ions or Elevation in Rank_ing 

Projects may be added to the list or elevated in ranking 
at the discretion of the Director subject to the followi119 
procedure: 

l. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table A 
and tl1e point total will d~termine the ranking of 
the proj cct 1·1i th rcspect to projects al ready on the 
list. 

2. Sponsors of those projects which hav~ fewer total points 
than the new or re-ra~ked project sl1all be notified of 
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing 
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the 
purpose of receiv-ing testimony on the 1-ist modif-ications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the 
Commission may adopt the modified list as under Section 
III. . 

C Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

Projects-may be deleted from the list ~r reduced in ranking 
by the Director whhout pub"lic hearing either in the event of a 
project's receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point 
totals or bas "ic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thus 
deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised 
status of the project and may request a hearing before the 
Commission regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request 
must be made to the Director within 20 days following receipt of 
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule 
a hear-ing before the Comnrission with-in 60 days. 

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lis ts 

1. All projects which have received a Step II or Step Ill 
grant in a given fiscal year and are ~ot completed will 
automatically be placed at the top of the priority list 
for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking 
as they appeared ·in the prior year in order to assure 
conti nu"ity and funding. 

2. All projects ~1hich have not yet rece·ived any grant or 
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to 
reprioritization along with all new projects for the 
next year's list. 

E Project Scheduling 

Funds shall be reserved for eacl1 project for those phases 
that are scheduled for initic.ting within three months of the end 
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within 
that time frame 1~il l be scheduled for funding from subsequent 
year funds. In the event of sch.eclule slippage, the Department 

, 

1 



ATTACHMENT I 
Criteria for Priority Ranking 

of 
Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY 76 

I Purpose 

Thl' critc~r·ia and rules for application set forth herein shall be 
us eel to govern the priority rank"ing of i clcntifi ed sev1erage 1·1orks con­
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable 
state i\11d federal la1·1 and regulations from July l, 1975 through June 30, 
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reeval11ated 
prior to June 30, 1916 to assess the necess ·i ty for ch<rnges based on 
availability of funds relative to needs. 

II Definit"ion 

Applicable definitions from ORS thapters 468 and 454 shall apply. 
III Development and Adoption of Project Priority List 

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year 
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a 
proposed project priority list pursuant to the criteria and rules for 
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list. 
Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces­
sary, the Comrniss"ion shall adopt a project priority list vrhich shall 
be the ofhcial Sewage Works· Construct"ion Grant Priority list of the 
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised at any time following 
appropr·iate notice ana hearing. 

IV Pr'iority Criteria 

IdentHied needs shall be ranked using a numerical point system. 

Table A contains the schedule for points as~ignm2nt within each 
of the five categories of: 

a) Project Need 
b) Regulatory Emphasis 
c) Stream segment ranking 

· d) Project Type 
e) Step Status 

. Except for projects receiving 1000 total points under the !'_roject 
Need_ category, each need or project will be ass i gncd appropriate 
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will 
then be added and sum thE'l'efrorn will be the point total used for 
clevelop-ing the project prior'ity list. The project 1·1ith the highest 
point total will be the highest priority project. 

V Rules for Application of Criteria 

A Assignment of Points 

Points shall be assigned for each project based on best 
ava"ilablc data at the tirne of ranking for adoption of a 
list. In the event additional information justifies a 
dwnge "in point ass·ignment, change in rankin~1 shall be 
accomplished in accordance i·1ith B or C bcelo'.-1. 

·.• 



Collection systems are rrorosccl for funclin9 v;herc l\rnclatory f1nnex­
ation Order or Dril'I llolc Elimination P.c:,1ulations n1'cr:ssitate a project. 
It should be en:pliusizcd that such funding is anticieatcd to be a1,nlic­
abk in FY '/G only, in v·ie1·1 of the fact th<it sufficic:1'1t funds v1ill Le 
available to acco~1odatc the constr11ctiG~ of neccss~ry projects durin~ 
that fiscal year. Tlic sHuat'ion 11ill unc'ouH.cclly i•e clHfcrent in FY 
77, and it ·is foreseen thilt the Commission 11il'I 1·1ish to rcv·ic1·; this 
particular concept in detail next year hefnrc extending such cligi-
bil ity. 

RECOMHEl1Df\T I Oi1 

It is recommended that the rroposed priority ranking systcr' be 
adopted by the Coc1rnission so that a p.riority list for ~77.G r1i"ilion of 
FY 76 construction grant money can be developed and presented at a hear­
ing for ·adoption as required by fedC'ral rules. 

HLS:rgn 

4-18-75 

KESSLER R. Cf',m:o;; 
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5. 

their relative sta11ding, assianinq rrojccts on tl1c 
highest stream a score of 77 i'oints and those on the lo• .. :cst 
1 point. 

Profoct Tyre ___ ....!~~--- -----'----

Tliis general classification is essentially unchanged 
from prcvioL1s years. Projects rcceiying 10 roints in­
clude: sc11a9c treatment nlants, plant outfalls, and such 
public sc\·:cr system rel1abil itation ns can be shO\·m to have 
an obvfous cconoi:ric benefit by extending the effective life 
and perforEwnce of the se1·1age treatment pl ant. 

Interceptor sewers, major rumping stations and cres­
sure mains would be assigned B points, in l:eeping with tl1e 
emphasis on se11age tr(:atment rlant construction. 

Projects v1hich incorporate both treatr:1ent \·!orks and 
interceptors would receive 10 poi~ts. 

Steo Status ___ , ·---

The federal regulations make definite distinctions 
among the various phases of a project, delineating between 
the Facilities Plan (Step I), the preparation of clans and 
specifications (Step II), and construction (Ster III). The 
funds arc most urgently needed at this tine for the orderly 
progression of projects through construction. The con­
structfon phase, being the most costly, is the nost 
critical from the standpoint of cash flow, and cannot be 
deferred once under way. The importance of this step 
is underscored by assigning 3 points to construction as 
an intergroup separator. This will ensure that the oroject 
nearing construction would be funded hefore initiating 
planning of an otherwise equivalent project. Step I and 
Ster II projects would receive 1 and 2 points, resoectively. 

ADDITIOllAL COMMENTS 

It is the intent of the grant project prioritization system to pro­
vide a method for evaluating nrojects for federul funding such that all 
reasonable criteria of need are quantHied. \!hen developfosJ a ptiority 
list of identHied needs, it ·is impossible to assess the full impact 
of the alternatives and bring these factors into the evaluation a11d 
priority assignment. There could be some projects v1hich \·rill not pro­
gress beyond the FacilHies Plan stage because the "no-build" ortion 
is the best economic and environmentally responsible alternative. Tlius, 
a project could have priority for a Step I plan and cease to be a priority 
need as a result of the plan. Hm1cver, once a Step II 9rant is receivl:cl, 
and des·ign of facilitif:s is commenced, the project must p1aintain priority 
through the construction phase. 

Thus, it is proposed tl1at all projects receiving a Step II grant 
one year and not reachin~J the Step III phase the same yea!' be placc:d 

. at the top of tlw rriol'ity 1 ist for the next yci1r in tho ser:1e relative 
rank as tile previous year . 

. , 



is not an immediate concern, but 1·!11erc exrcrience 
and tecl1nical infornation project an apparent future 
problem. This \!Ould relate to nro1·Jin9, unsc1-1crcd 
conm1unit"ics in such areils as lakesides, flood plains, 
or rocky terr a i 11. 

2. .fu:_.gul ator)~ ~mrilw-'s~ 

3. 

A second level classification for scraratin~ projects 
l'litlri n a prior Hy syste1'1 i nvo 1 ves the 1eve1 of i ntel'est of 
the regulatory agencies involvr~d. This allm'ls a relative 
rank"ing of projects l'lithin a spcc.ific need category, and 
emphasizes those projects whose rapid progress is most 
urgently needed. These are sh0\'111 belo1·1 along 11ith point 
designations for the sub-grouping. 

a. Env"ironmental Quulity Commission 
Order or RegL1lation: 10" points 

b. DEQ ·issued Permit: 90 points 

c. Letter directive, preliminary plannfog approval or 
project authorization: BO points 

d. Other positive v1ritten response by the Department 
or Commission related to the desirability of ·the 
project: 50 point·s. 

Stream Se~ment Rankinq -·-- ~ 

As a result of the passage of PL _92-500, tl1e federal 
'government through EPA requires the state to submit an Annual 
Strategy for Hater Quality Control activities ancl ernphasis 
during the following fiscal year. A part of this strategy 
is a ranking of the stream segments. based on: 

a. Severity of pollution 

b. Population affected 

c. Need fol; preservation of high quality \'laters 

d. National priorities. 

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the 
federal regulations for project oriority assignments, the 
Stream Segment Ranking may Le directly utilized in tl1ese 
criteria. 

In 1973, DEQ identified a11d ranked 77 ''stream seamcnts'' 
Hith highest point being number 1 and l01·1est roint being 
number 77. The ranking reflected tl1e best collective 
judgment of the Department of relat·ive need .for rec1ul0tory 
attention. The same ranking was 11scd in 1974 and is 

·proposed for use agu in this yei1 r. The rank·i nc1 is ilt­
tachecl as Attachment II. The pciint 0ssignn1rents for 
grant priodty purposes 11i1 l be in inverse order to 



clocumcntation, the se1·1acc collection systens be 
includecl in the grant eligible project costs. 

b. The next h·ighest category of need ·involves 
thosc l"iVl'rs and strc<1ns v1hosc l.'ilter quality ·is 
protected loy \!atcr Qua·lity standards. Fcci.lit'ics 
necessary to achieve crn';rl'iancc 1rith 1·1ater quality 
standards or eliminate a contribution to sti1ndards 
violation would be reason for anplyi11g 3nn roints 
to the project proposed. For examole, water 
quality standarc!s are Drcscntly exceeded in the 
Soutl1 Umpqt1a, the Pt1ddin9, the Jolin Day anrl the 
Tualatin R·ivers durinc1 the dry 1·1c:athcr, 101·1-fl01·1 
periods. This is att~ibutable in part to tl1e 
d·ischargc of domestic 1·10ste 1·1atcrs 0ncl 1·1i'I 1 be imrrovcd 
by providing a highsr quality of effluent. 

c. The tliird "Meed" category, 1-mrth 700 roints, 
relates to facilities rer;uired to conmly 1·'1th an 
effluent or minimum trcatnent re~uirement spelled 
out by regulation, permit, order or other srecific 
directive. Such minimum standards arc usually 
designed to protect hi9h r.ual ity v1aters or rre­
vent degradation of existi.ng quul ity. 

d. The fourth cate9ory of need, 1•1ort:1 HJCI . 
points, is of consjdcrable significance more be­
cause of its 1·ii despread occurrence than fron its 
measurable instreari pollution impact. "(his is the 
"l'!on~Po'int Source" discharge affect'ing ground 
and surface water. In many Oregon conmunities, 
the surface discl1arge from failing drainfield 
systems has definite health and \'!ater pollution 
ramifications. The occurrence of enteric oraan­
isms in ditches and drainaae ways has tl1c effect 
of threatening the l12alth of eilt·ire cornrnunit·ies, 
as 1·1ell as irnpact'ing in stream \'li\ter quality. High 
groundwater, constant subsurface disposal system 
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing 
areas combine to provide the potential for serious 
i'llness in a community if the problen;s rema'in iqnored. 
Tl1e potential is particularly acute when shallow pri­
vate 1·1ater v1ells are utilized. These are often con­
structed without proper casing and well seals, and 
provide a rassa~e for contaminated water to reach 
the shallow ground water aquifers. Thus, irrepar­
able harm and 1·1ater pollution can occur froi:• this 
common problem. It has heen difficult in the pilst 
to document the health hazard 11spect of these prob­
lems to the satisfaction of EPA. By redefining tl1e 
cate9ory to incluc'e docuir.entablo effect on sui-fi\ce 
cir underground waters; it is l1opcd EPA's concerns 
can be satisfied. 

e. A 400 point cutegory has been cles·ic1natcd to deal 
l'lith those instilnccs v1herc v:atcr pollution cthater.1cnt 



.\ 
The cateqories 1·1ithin this classif·icat"ion arc: ranked to 
reflect national and state 1·wtcr pollution and 1·1atcr 
quality related public health.rrioritics. 

(a) Scv1crage facil itics required by the 1:anc!atory 
llnnexotfon ic,1islot:ion (nr.s 2??.) one' the Drill 
llole Elimination Regu·1c.1t.-ions (OM: Char•tc:r 3~f\ 
Section 4~-ros et seq.) occupy.the highest rlace 
in the :leeds category and are nu1;ier·ically assig-
ned lOnn points. The need for sewerage facilities 
'in each case is surportec! by specifically-iclc:ntificd 
problems for 11hich stron9 rc9ulatory actions have 
been taken by DEQ or the State f!calth Divis ·ion rur­
suant to l a1·1. 

The mandatory annexation la1·1 rrovic!rs for a 
public health survey of problem areas, a certi­
fication of existence Of a health hazard CTcrgency, 
a forced annexat'ion of the prohl em area to the 
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct 
a se\'iage collC'ction and interceotion facility to 
eliminate the public health l1azard. 

In 19G9, the EQC found the nractice of dis­
posal of se1·1age into rock crevices throuqh "dril'l 
holes", 1·1hich is used in Central Orc~on, to be a 
serious ground water pollution threat and adorted 
regulations requiring an orderly phase out of all 
dril'I holes .by 1980. The Federal \·later Pollution 
Control Adniinistration (nO\·! EPP.) surlDorted the 
action of the Commission. Total sewera~e syst~ms 
must be constructed in sevr'ral communities to 
ach·i eve compliance v1ith the regulations. 

The Federal f,ct (PL 0.2-500) providin9 se1·1erage 
works grant authority to EPA a 1101:s the use of 
grant funds not only for "treatnx,nt v1orks" as 
usually connoted, but also for sewage collection 
systems, storm\·lilter collection and trcatn1ent systems, 
and other related collection and treatment facilities. 
To date, actual use of funds has been limited by DEQ 
(with EPA concurrence and arproval) to sewage treat­
ment plants, major interceotors and rumoin9 stations, 
and plant outfall se1·1ers. This 1·1as intended to r.1ake 
the best direct pollution abateF1ent use of the limited 
grant funds which were available. Tl1is approach is 
still the best efficient overall use of the funds. 
flowever, it is highly desirable to be able to extend 
eligibility to sewage collection systems where such are 
required by Mandatory Annexation riroceerlings and re­
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewaae dis­
liosal in udian areas. Since such rrojects are of 
substantial 1·1ater quality control and critical 
public health concern, and usuillly urehClmpercd 
in implementation by inordinately hi9h project 
costs, it is·proposed that, in this catcqory only, 
where it is specifically supported by apororriate 
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From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item Ho. E, April 25, 1~75, EQC i~ect'ing 

llackqround 

Public Law 92-500 autl1orizcs 75% federal g~ants for con­
struction of eli,Jible sev1era9e facilities. This la\" and the 
implementin>J rules adopted by EPA require the state to adort 
a criteria for prioritizing needs for grant funding considera­
tion. This state priority criteria must then he annroved by 
EPA. Following adoption and approval of the ariority criteriij, 
the state must annually develop a prioritized project list and 
adopt it following a public hearing. 

DEQ has been operating under priority criteria apDroved 
by the EQC in 1973. Since that tine, Federal rules, rerwirr> 
ments and interpretations have been constantly changinn. We 
have nov1 reached a point 1·1here the nriority criterici nust he 
modified in order to get grant rrojects movin9. 

Federal rec1ulations (CFR 40., Section 3!i.Ol5) estahl ish 
the areas of national concern v:hich must be acclressecl in the 

·priority critera, includin~1 " ... the severity of pollution pro­
blems, the population affected, the need for rreservatlon of 
high quality waters and national priorities as 1·1ell as total 
funds available, project and treatment works sequence and 
additional foctors establ·ished by the State .... " 

Attachment I contains the Department's proposed new 
priority criteria. Explanat'ion and discussion of the com­
.poncnts is as follov1s: 

Discussion of Priority Criteria ------ -- ----~-""--- -----

l. 

This cl.assif·ication identifies the verious 1·1ate1' 
pollut-ion 1-elutr~d cond'itfons or situations for 1il1ich a 
se\'leraqc construction rroject is anticipated to t,e tlw 
best cccono1!1i c and en vi ronml'.ntu 11.Y a1•1>ropri i1te solution. 



Project River Project Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Pr·iority 
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ti'ill City 600 

lol,ttte Ft1·1 ·1 s 600 

°lv1in Rocks S.D. (llarv·ie1·1) 600 

SW lincoln Co. S.D. 600 

Foads End S.D. 600 

St. Helens 600 

Merrfl 1 ( E. Me rd 11 ) 600 

Modoc Point 600 

Sisters 600 

Carmel--Foulweather S.D. 600 

Bay-to-Bay S.D. 600 

rans City 600 

Bonanza 600 

Adrian 600 

Prineville (Laughlin- 600 
Me'I l"C\se) 

Crescent 600 

Ukiah 600 

Sumpter · 600 

,luntura 600 

Sil~erton 400 

llill sboro(R&D-Hestside) 400 

\l°ilsonville (Boeckman) ~,00 

Sanely 400 

Powers 400 

Bandon (Johnson) 400 

Scotts Mill 400 

Oetroit 400 
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127 
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Charleston-Barvicw S.D. 600 

Gl icle-Idelyld 600 

Hest Linn (Lower 600 
Tuul at in) 

Shucly Cove 600 

Herl"in-Col. Valley 600 

BCVS,1\-{Ccntral Point) 600 
(l'iestside) 

Wauna-Westport 600 

Mu·1 tnomah County 600 
(I nvern2ss f!8) 

Gresham (Ruby Junct"ion) 600 

Colu111bic1 City 600 

Cove 600 

Bi~gs Junction 600 

Lakeside 600 

Dunes City 600 

Pac if i c City S. D. 600 

Milp"leton 600 

Hi9h\'1ay 101 S.D. 600 

Florence 600 

Turner 600 

Aurora 600 

Donald 600 

Newberg (NW) 600 

Canby 600 

Albuny (NE) 600 

Tangent 600 

l.apinc 600 
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10 
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8 

8 

8 

8 

10 

3 

3 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 
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l 
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1 

1 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY C.OMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 
B. A. McPHILLIPS 

Chairman, McMinnville From: Director 
GRACE S. PHINNEY 

Corvall!s 

JACKLYN L HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS. K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, June 27, 1975 EQC Meeting 

Background 

Water Quality Program Strategy for Fiscal Year 1976. Staff 
Report and Public Comment. 

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for 
submission of an Annual State Water Strategy statement to the Environmental 
Protection Agency as a part of the grant application for federal assistance 
to support the water pollution control program of the Department. 

The first such strategy statement was completed two years ago for FY 
1974, presented to the Commission in public meeting as a part of federal 
public participation requirements and submitted to EPA. 

The second Annual State Water Strategy for FY 1975 was essentially 
an update and minor revision of the FY 1974 strategy and was presented to 
the Commission at its June 21, 1974 meeting. 

This, the third Annual State Water Strategy for FY 76 is essentially 
a continuation of the prior strategies with a slight revision in priorities. 

Strategy Contents 
The strategy document contains a statement of general program strategy, 

a description of major program modules or functions and available resources, 
projected accomplishments for the next year and additional descriptive 
information. 

The general program strategy lists the three most visible priorities 
as follows: 

1. Construction of Sewage Treatment Facilities 
The release in FY 76 of construction grant monies im­

pounded in FY 73, 74 and 75 gives Oregon $77.5 million for 
75% grants for sewage works construction. The single most 
important task during FY 76 will be to get these funds com­
mitted and in use to meet priority sewage works construction 
needs. 
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2. Permit Issuance and Compliance Assurance 

The Department expects to essentially complete the first 
round of NPDES Permit issuance by July 1, 1975. Thus, during 
FY 76, permit program efforts will concentrate on a) prompt 
processing and issuance of new and renewal permits, b) prompt 
processing of requests for modification of permits, and c) in­
spection of sources and related followup to assure compliance. 

3. Planning 

Planning efforts will be focused in two areas during 
FY 76 as follows: 

a) Basin Plans: 

The goal of the Department is to complete plan drafts, 
hold public hearings in each basin and submit final pro­
posals to the Environmental Quality Commission for 
adoption during FY 76. 

b) 208 Planning Coordination: 

The Department expects to have the Portland, Salem, 
Eugene and Medford metropolitan area COG's designated 
and funded with federal funds to do area-wide waste 
treatment management planning pursuant to Section 208 
of PL 92-500. The Department will work closely with 
these agencies to coordinate efforts. 

It should be noted that the strategy document available for review 
prior to this meeting contains the proposed Sewage Works Construction 
Grant Priority List for FY 76. Final consideration and adoption of the 
priority list is on the agenda for this meeting as a separate item. The 
final approved list will be incorporated into the final approved strategy 
document. 

Director's Recommendation 

Following receipt and consideration of public comments, it is 
recommended that the Commission approve the FY 1976 Annual State Water 
Strategy with such changes as may be necessary. 

HLS:ak 
June 12, 1975 

Attachments 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



June 12, 1975 

PUBLIC NOTICE 

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for 
submission of an annual State Water Strategy to the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency by June 15 as part of the grant application for Federal 
assistance to support the water pollution control program of the Depart­
ment of Environmental Quality. 

This State Water Strategy statement concentrates on the priorities 
and activities of the forthcoming fiscal year: FY 1976. It includes an 
assessment of program priorities; a listing of principal municipal and 
industrial dischargers; a listing of the priorities for construction 
grants; the expected resources - both federal and non-federal - to be 
expended; and the anticipated outputs to be achieved. 

The proposed strategy has been forwarded to the Environmental 
Protection Agency for review and comment. 

The purpose of this notice is to invite public comments on the 
proposed strategy. Written comments are requested prior to June 27, 
1975. Such comments should be addressed to: 

Kessler R. Cannon, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 

1234 s. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

Comments may also be presented to the Environmental Quality 
Commission at its meeting to be held in Portland, Oregon on June 27, 
1975, beginning at 9 AM in the Public Service Building, 2nd Floor 
Auditorium, 920 S.W. Sixth Avenue, Portland, Oregon. 



PROPOSED 

ANNUAL STATE WATER STRATEGY 

FOR 

FY 76 

STATE OF OREGON 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 



INTRODUCTION 

Section 106 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act calls for 
submission of an annual State Water Strategy to the Environmental Pro­
tection Agency by June 15 as part of the grant application for federal 
assistance to support the water pollution control program of the Depart­
ment of Environmental Quality. 

This State Water Strategy statement concentrates on the priorities 
and activities of the forthcoming fiscal year: FY 1976. It includes an 
assessment of program priorities; a listing of principal municipal and 
industrial dischargers; a listing of the priorities for construction 
grants; the expected resources - both federal and non-federal - to be 
expended; and the anticipated outputs to be achieved. 

Persons using this strategy statement are reminded that, while based 
on law, it is not the law, nor is it a regulation mandated by the law. 
It is a management tool that the Director of DEQ uses to establish annual 
program objectives and accomplishments, and allocate resources. It will 
further serve as a means of promoting awareness and encouraging public 
participation. 

Comments on the Strategy are welcome. They should be addressed to: 

June 2, 1975 

Mr. Kessler R. Cannon 
Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, O:regon 97205 



GENERAL ASSESSMENT OF WATER QUALITY PROBLEMS AND CAUSES 

The Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 call for 
the achievement of a general level of water quality, everywhere in the 
Nation, that will support fishing and swimming by 1983. In terms of 
existing water quality, Oregon has in most waters already achieved this 
goal - a decade or more ahead of the national target. 

Point-source discharges in the State are reasonably con-trolled, with 
the treatment of such wastes being equal to or higher than EPA require­
ments in practically all areas~ There still remains, however, substantial 
and widespread factors that significantly affect water quality. These 
include: 

1. Point sources - improved controls are needed in many areas to 
correct localized problems, prevent deterioration of water 
quality, or achieve overall improvement in existing quality& 

2. Non-point sources - the extent of pollution from diffuse 
sources, such as silviculture, agriculture, construction, 
mining and hydrologic modifications need to be defined. 

3. Flow augmentation and regulation - the flows of many State 
streams are either severely depleted or completely dried up 
annually through over-appropriations, diversions, or 
impoun&nents. 

Essentially all the remaining serious water quality problems in 
Oregon are associated with the inadequate streamflows. Such problems are 
not susceptible to being solved by.more stringent treatment require­
ments, but require flow augmentation and management to serve a broad 
array of beneficial uses. 

The Department has just completed preparation of a report on Water 
Quality in Oregon. One purpose of this report is to fulfill the require­
ments of Section 305(b) of PL 92-500. The primary purpose of the report, 
however, will be to provide for the public useful information on water 
quality and water quality control efforts in Oregon. The report will be 
available to the public as soon as it is printed. A pre printing draft 
will be available for inspection in DEQ offices . 

. /;' 
GENERAL PROGRAM STRATEGY 

In important respects, the FY 1976 Strategy constitutes a contin­
uation of the Strategies for FY 1974 and FY 1975. The commitments made 
in FY 74 and FY 75 are retained, as they provide the basic objectives 
toward which the water quality program is directed. The theme of water 
pollution control in FY 76, therefore, is a continued dedication of 
effort to the basic construction grant, permit and planning outputs 
needed to maintain and preserve Oregon's water quality. The three most 
visible priorities in the water program will be: 

- 2 -



1. Construction.of Sewage Treatment Facilities 

The release in FY 76 of construction grant monies im­
pounded in FY 73, 74 and 75 gives Oregon $77.5 million for 
75% grants for sewage works construction. The single most 
important task during FY 76 will be to get these funds com­
mitted and in use to meet priority sewage works construction 
needs. 

2~ Permit Issuance and Compliance Assurance 

The Department expects to essentially complete the first 
round of NPDES Permit issuance by July 1, 1975. Thus, during 
FY 76, permit program efforts will concentrate on a) prompt 
processing and issuance of new and renewal permits, b) prompt 
processing of requests for modification of permits, and c) in­
spection of sources and related followup to assure compliance. 

3. Planning 

Planning efforts will be focused in two areas during 
FY 76 as follows: 

a) Basin Plans: 

The goal of the Department is to complete plan drafts, 
hold public hearings in each basin and submit final pro­
posals to the Environmental Quality Commission for 
adoption during FY 76. 

b) 208 Planning Coordination: 

The Department expects to have the Portland, Salem, 
Eugene and Medford metropolitan area COG's designated 
and funded with federal funds to do area-wide waste treat­
ment management planning pursuant to Section 208 of 
PL 92-500. The Department will work closely with these 
agencies to coordinate efforts. 

PROGRAM MODULE DESCRIPTION 

The Department's water quality efforts are organized in the 
following manner to facilitate management and reporting: 

Municipal Facilities Management 

The Sewerage Works Construction Division of the Water Quality 
Program is responsible for all activities related to the construction 
and operation of sewerage facilities. These include pre-construction 
plan review, processing of Federal Construction Grant Applications, 
processing of state financial assistance requests, training of sewage 
treatment plant operators, and technical assistance to operators, cities 
and engineers. 
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Three positions are being shifted from permit related activities to 
this division to assist in processing of a record number of grant 
applications anticipated as a result of allocation to Oregon of $77.5 
million for FY 76. 

Since the available dollars are more than double that received in 
any prior years, the Department expects possible project delays due to 
shortage of consulting engineersq The Department is assigning more 
manpower to the grant program to expedite paperwork and try to minimize 
project delays. 

A total of 12.3 man years of effort is expected to be expended for 
municipal facilities management during FY 76. 

Pennit Issuance, Complia·nce Assurance and ,Enforcement 

Oregon has had a statewide permit program in operation since January 
1968. On September 26, 1973, EPA authorized DEQ to issue National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits pursuant to 
Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 
1972 (the "Act"). Under NPDES, permits are issued to all point:-source 
dischargers, stating the limits of allowable discharge consistent with 
regulations adopted pursuant to the Act. 

The Water Pollution Control Division of the Water Quality Program 
is responsible for coordination of all permit related functions. Regional 
office manpower performs a substantial portion of the permit related 
work including application review, permit drafting, field· inspections, 
compliance assurance and necessary enforcement. 

Future efforts will be devoted to issuance of permits for new 
sources, renewal of permits for existing sources, modification of 
permits where data support such modification and field wo:tJ{ to assure 
compliance with the terms of permits. 

The Department expects a significant number of permit modifications 
will be necessary to adjust compliance schedules where unavoidable 
delays are being encountered due to equipment delivery problems and 
financing problems including construction grant delays. Modification 
requests are also expected in- cases where limits were placed in permits 
without adequate background data and monitoring after permit issuance 
provides support for permit rnadificationo 

A total of 36.8 man years of effort is expected to be expended for 
permit issuance, compliance assurance and enforcement during FY 76. 

Water Quality Management and Planning 

The Water Quality Program Development Division of the Water Quality 
Program is responsible for water quality planning activities as follows: 

Basin Plans (303e) : 

The Department had hoped to complete drafting and adoption of basin 
plans during FY 75. Shifting of manpower to other critical projects 
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and delays in filling a vacant position has significantly delayed progress. 
The Department expects to fill the vacant planning position early in FY 
76 and intends to complete the drafts of all basin plans and proceed to 
hearings in each basin during FY 76. Further, the goal of the Department 
will be to submit final proposed plans to the Environmen•tal Quality 
Commission for consideration near the end of FY 76. 

Area-wide Waste Treatment Management Plans (208): 

As previously stated, such plans are expected to be underway in 
four areas of the State - Portland Urban Area, Salem Urban Area, Eugene 
Urban Areai and Medford Urban Area. The Department is assigning one man 
to coordinate DEQ activities with 208 agencies. 'rhe Department also 
expects to negotiate specific programs with 208 agencies for additional 
support efforts. 

Non Point Sources: 

Following completion of basin plans, the Department will plan and 
initiate such studies as may be necessary within the limits of available 
resources to evaluate priority non point source problemse 

A total of 4.4 man years of effort is expected to be expended in 
planning activities during FY 76. 

Data Acquisition, Analysis, Reporting 

The Department's Laboratory Program provides data acquisition, 
analysis and reporting services for the Water Quality Program. Specific 
activities include: 

Collection and analysis of stream monitoring network samples. 

Storage, analysis and reporting of stream monitoring data. 

Analysis of effluent samples collected by regional office personnel. 

Evaluation of perrnittee analytical pro<0edures. 

Planning and assistance in conduct of special studiesv 

A total of 13.2 man years of effort is expected to be expended for 
these activities during FY 76. 
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ADDITIONAL DESCRIPTIVE INFORMATION 

The following attachments provide supporting information for this 
Annual Strategy Statement: 

Allocation of Resources 

Attachment A identifies the preliminary allocation of resources 
for FY 76 by program module. This allocation will be subject to 
revision following receipt and analysis of final budget information 
at the close of the current legislative session. 

Output Estimates 

Attachment B contains quarterly minimal work load and out­
put estimates for program management usea The forms are designed 
by EPA and are to be used for submittal of state quarterly reports 
to EPA. EPA Region X will use similar forms to report their 
accomplishments and state accomplishments to EPA headquarters in 
Washington, D. C. 

List of Principal Dischargers 

Attachment C contains a list of designated "Major" or principal 
municipal and industrial dischargers. The number listed constitutes 
approximately 10% of the sources expected to be under NPDES permit. 
These sources are considered .the most significant in terms of their 
potential adverse effect on water quality. As a result, they are 
to be subjected to more detailed annual inspection and evaluation. 

Inventory of Lakes 

EPA has required that an inventory of lakes be included in 
the annual strategy. This is included in Attachment D. 

Proposed Construction Grant Priority List 
and Revised Priority Criteria 

Attachment E contains the proposed FY 76 construction grant as 
well as the revised priority criteria. The priority list, when 
finally adopted, will be the key document for scheduling of staff 
efforts on the grant pi:;o,gram. 
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Attachment A 

PRELIMINARY 
STATE WATER POLLUTION CONTROL PROGRAM RESOURCES 

1. 2. 3. 
Program Element FY 76 Non- Total 

(Specific Def- §106 Federal Budget 
initions Below) Grant Funds Funds 

1. Compliance 
Assurance, En­
forcement,Permits 

$238,200 $349,800 $633,000 

2. Municipal Facili-
ties Management 130,000 132,500 262,500 
(construction grants 
administration, 
operations & main-
tenance, training) 

3. Data Acquisition, 
Reporting and 80,000 145,000 225,000 
Analysis 

4. Water Quality 
Management, Plan- 70,000 2,4,500 94,500 
ning & Non-Point 
Source Control (303, 
208, 106, 305(b) & 
non-point sources) 

5. Administration 92,000 98,000 190,000 

6. Sub Total 655,200 749,800 1,405,000 

7. Other-Est. Salary 
Adjustment 
Exist. Positions 

a. Total 

NOTE 

51,000 60,000 111,000 

706,200 809,800 1,516,000 

4. 5. 
WPC Man WPC Personnel 
Years Costs (Sub 

total of Col. 3) 

36.8 $398,000 

12.3 196,000 

13.2 146,000 

4.4 112,000 

66.7 852,000 

111,000 

963,000 

Pursuant to legislative instruction, the Department is requesting 
allocation of the $138,531 increased grant funds per EPA letter of October 22, 
1974 for use as follows to sustain the current level of program: 

A - l 



$51,000 to fund salary adjustments in FY 76. 

$87,531 to fund salary adjustments in FY 77. 

DEQ is required to budget for salaries based on July 1, 1974 actual 
levels. The legislature then approves an adjustment package which 
includes appropriated money for positions paid from state funds and 
authorization to spend additional money from fees or federal funds for 
positions paid from fees or federal funds. The legislature is expected 
to approve a salary adjustment package which includes approximately 13% 
during FY 76 and an additional 11% in FY 77. Thus if increased federal 
funds are not made available for salary adjustments for federal-funded 
positions, t~e Department will have to reduce the staff level to effect 
s~fficient savings to fu~d increas~s for the remaining positionso 

A - 2 



OUiPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT PLl\N AND REPORT: 

Program Element/Output 
P~rnits, Compliance Assurance & 

EnfcrC""::·nt 

Permits 

# of municipal permits issued 

I of major municipal pc~mits 
n:odificd or rcis~ucd · 

IJ of rninor municipal p'.'.!rmits 
modified or reissued 

• • 
°' ii of Non-municipal permits'issued 
I • 

·.,_. fl of m11jor non-municipal permits 
modified or rei ssucd 

ii of minor non-Municipal ·permits 
modified or reissued 

*P1nd.= Planned 
feet:. " Actual· 

.. 

,.,_. 

.. 

: t,, 

state 

!"'. 
~ .. ~ 

'. _. .. ~ 

·\ 
Ore'!)'on 

START LEVEL 
6/30/75 

1 ST QUARTER. 
9/30/75 

P1nd. Act; . P1 nd·. . Act. · 

Attachme B 

Media: Water Report Date 

2.~D QUARTER · 3RD Q!.iARTER 4TH GUAR':"ER 
12/31/75 3/31 /76 6/30/76-

Plnd. Act. Plnd. f,ct . . P1nc. 1\c~. 

(Estimates only -- all applications must be acted on in a timely manner) 

351 1 1 1 ---. 1 ---

5 6 4 4 
,.....- - - -

.20.- ..20..... - .....25.. .s.o__ 

..lli.. - __!._ - -L - --L _.a_ 

8 7 6 -· ......- - - - - ...§__ 

20 15 20 20 

• 



OUTPUT ACCO~PLISHf'.ENT PLAN AND REPORT: 

Progra!ll 0:1 e!11~nt/Oll_tput 

P~rnits, Com lianco Assurance and 
-2nforcerr,cnt con 1}_1 · 

Co:n'.ll i :rnce Assurance % 

r·- j or muni ci pal permi ttees 
in compliance with 

-Schedules 

-Effluent limits 

°' r~ajor non-murni ci pa 1 permi ttees 

"' 
. in ccn:p 1 i ance ~1i th 

-Schedules 

.,Effluent Limits 

Minor municipal permittees in 
compliance with 

-Sched1:1les 

=Effluent limits -· 
Minor non-municipal permittees in 

co:r.p 1 i ~nee 1·1ith 

-Sch~dulcs 

Effl ur.nt limits 

""P1nd.= Pl ·1r.ed 
f\C t ~ ~ J1,1_ ,,J~ 1 

I 

State 

,..--.,_ 

;, 

·\ Of egon 

_.....,_ 

Media: Water Report Dato 
~--. ' 

START LEVEL 
6/30/75 

P1nd. Act; 

1 ST QUARTER 
9/30/75 

2NO -QUARTER 
12/31/75 

.P1nd. · Act.· Plnd. Act; 

3RD QUARTER 
3/31/7G 

4T!-! QUART::R' 
6/30/76 

Plnd. Act.. Plnc. ,~'.:':. 

Estimates only - No data or experience available to base projections on. 

80 82 85 -2Q_ .- - - -
. :.an_ -- -8:2- - ~ -- -99-· 

".!l.Q_ - .J!2._ - .....B5... - _go._ 

• 80 ..E_ - ~ -- ...!i(l_ 

80 82 85 90 

• 
.!l.Q_ -82- ....llS- ...!1ll_ 

80 82 85 -2.Q_ 

80 82 85 90 

/ 

;,&~c - . 
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OUTPUT ACCOMPLISHMENT PLAN AND REPORT: 

~ 

' 

State 
·\ 
Qregon 

ST J\RT LEVEL 
6/30/75 

1ST QUARTER 
9/30/75 

Med·! a: 

2NP QUARTER 
12/31/75 

Water Re~ol"t !Jate 

3RD QUARTER 
3/31/76 

,--
fl.TH Ql't:~r 

6/30/16 

::>rocr~!".1 Ele!T!ent/Outo:.it Plnd. J\ct; Plnd •. Act.· Plnd. Act. Plnd. /\ct.. Plnc. 11c<:. - -~--

Pcr~its, Co~'2.J._iance Assurance and 
--ln-i·or~~-- .-.:t @n'tL 

~nfo_rcement (Activity Indicator*) 

Formal enforcement actions 

- Major municipal permittees. 

- )!,aj or non-mun i c i pil 1 permit tees 

- Minor municipal permit1;~cs 

"' • - Minor non-municipal peqnittecs ,,. 

, 

N/A - N/A 

N/A · N/A -- - ·-
N/A N/A -
N/A - N/A 

.. 
N/A N/A - - -
N/A N/A -

.. ____ 

N/A N//\. - - -
N/A N/A 
---- -- -

• 

*Su'.)gcstcd level of enforcement to obtain committed percent of compliance. This is not a commitment, 

*?ln2." P1~nncd 
f,r.t. = F1ctu<!l 

N/J\ 

r:;,i 

:11 /, 

E./_I~ 



OUTPUT ACCO~'?USHMENT· PLAN AND REPORT: 

Prcara~· :lement/Output 

:.:~ni ci pal Facilities Manaaement 

Construction Grants A1·1ards 

# of Step 1 grants awarded 

# cf Step 2 grants awarded 

# of Step 3 grants awarded 

Delegation 

' 

.-._, 

• 

State 
. , 

__ Orea.on 

START LEVEL 1ST QUARTER 

P1nd. Act; · Plnd. Act.· 

_1.§.. 

.:.2._ --1§.. 

6 17 

Pians & Specification reView assumed _i__ 
t'1 

"' 
Bid-tabulation assumed 

0&~·1 Manua 1 review assumed 

Change Order re vi e~1 assumed 

Interim inspection assumed 

Managern2nt 

# of preappl ication conferences.· 
conducted 

# of revie1"1S of projects against 
en vi ron:ncntal miltri x 

1 of Pr~construction conferences 

*Pln<l.'" PlJnned 
Pr'" ;, ... .,,, ~ .. , ... 'llJ 1 

_1_ ._.___ 

__.!_ 

. 
_aa. 

17 

Media: 

2ND QUARTER 
1"2/31/75 

Pl nd. Act. 

___§_ 
~ 

..!.L 

7 

·-6.. 

7 

~ 

Water Report Dote 
-~-

:;:: ~·,;:'.~TER 
3/31/76 

/ 
1,n1 Q:Yilfl.w~ 

Pl nd. fa.ct. - P1 nc. ;., :,•,_,. ' '----

_]._. 

-1L ..lL 

-1L ~ 

• 

--1.. 

-1L . .l.L_ 



~ 

)~:TPl!T 1.cco: il:·~ENT PLAN AND REPORT: 

~r(':rJ·1 Efc~cnt/Outout 

'.u'1ici;:J1 .Facilities r':anagement (con't) 

1·'..,·.::;c;;'cnt Process (con'• t) 

°' 

s o& interim inspections on all 
c.0iccts over $3 million .held 

/! of projects cc1~pleted on time 

\-!t:1stc \.later Trcatm~nt Facilities 

i' of O'.M inspections conduc:l;ed 
(f c r;n iSOO) 

m ·#of technical assistance 
sessions at smaller plants 

T1·a i r: i ng: 

::; t·llt: \":,1 s te1·1J ter opera tor training 
' - •.• r· .. 
~Li J ._~ '..:; description submitted 

~ of p1Jnts not meeting discharge 
rcn'iit reruiru:1ents ~:llcrc truining 
i12s br:c'1 ir~cntified as necessary 
to achieve con:pl iiincc 

•~]n~ - P]•nnnd r l·-o- ' c .:i_ 

Act. ~ Actual· 

State 

START LEVEL 
6/30/75 

Plnd. Act; 

----

~ 

_,--. 

1ST QUARTER 
9/30/75 

Plnd. · Act.· 

.• 
5 

3 

-1.... 

..JJL8_ 

Media: 

2NO CUARTER 
12i31/75 

P1nd •. Act. 

---

8 

3 

JJ1.A. 

Water Report ~,:c 

3RD QUARTER 
3/31/76 

Plnd. II.ct •. 

6 

3 

• 

~.!LL 

4 r:.i C~"!.''7::~ 
6/30/76 

?1 r.c. ~,."" 
: ~ ~· .. G 

~ 

6 

3 -

Jlil,_ 



tp 

_,, 

.~ 

! : 
'=JTPUT PCCC'PU:~·:·':'.'NT PLAN AND REPORT: State Oregon' 

. . 
START LEVEt'· 1 ST QUARTER 

6/30/75 9/20/75 

~ 

Media: WATER R!:::~,.t D~~e 

2ND QUARTER 
12/31/75 

3R!:J QUARTER 
3/31/7G 

4 TH Q'J,~f.:i~ ~ 

6/30/76 

?roora~ E1e~ent/Output Plnd. Act: Pl nd. Act. · Pl nd. Act. Plnd. /\ct. ?1~d. f,ct. 

Di',TA ACQUISIT!Oil-EVALUATION REPORTING 

State r·:onitoring Strategy submitted by 
Sote Director to· Regional Admini­
strilto:· bv March 1, 1976 

ti::'.)SS-State Primary Monitoring Network 
approved 

Data Handling, Analysis and Transmittal 
t.grce::icnt completed by December 31, 
197:.. 

• • 

Interim Primary Nct~1ork Stations 
~a'•Jled, analyzed and data transmitted 
to EPA 

<lqJy l, 1975 - rll-IQSS-Statc Approved Net1·mrk 

N:;oss - State Primary Net1·10rk Stations 
sampled, analyzed and data transmitted 
to EPA 

Special Studies completed 
(attach study list) 

"''1 nd. = Pl anncd 
Act. = Actual 

' .. 

_x_ -

·x 

_x_ 

lQ. 

30 30 30 

• 

•O 0 0 0 



tJj 

OUTPUT ACCOil,PUSH~·:ENT PLAN AND REPORT: 

?recrarn Ele~ent Outout 
!' 1~;.n1 ng ilr.a ·januccm~n 

208 Planning 
· to be 

# of agrecments/hegoti a ted with area-
~1i c'c 208 asenci es for State monitoring 
coordination, and tech. a: · ~tance 

303(e) Basin Planning 

# of substantially completed Phase f 
Busin plans submitted.to EPA 

. ' 

·°' fl of basins with Phase II planning 
substantially completed 

f of 303(e) basin plans. adopted 
& su~mittcd for EPA approval 

*Plnd."' Planned 
!',ct. * /l.ctua 1· 

.. 

.~ 

State 
. \ 

Oregon Media: 

START LEVEL 
f>/30/75 

Plnd. Act; 

1ST QUARTER · 2ND QUARTER 
9/30/75 12/31/75 

Plnd. Act.· Plnd. t.ct. 

4 

-

~ 

Water Report D~t~ 

3RD QUARTER 
3/31/76 

Plnd. Act .. 

• 

' 

t.-rH '°'" ~ .,..--ey ;; ~..:.~:\1::0 .. 

6/30/76 

ni~A '-• r1·•:t.;. I\~ ... ~ 

-1Q_ 



OUTPUT rr:cO~'.?L:SHMErff PLAN AND REPORT: 

?rograrn Element(Outout 
r:on-Point Source Control 

to 

"' 

State r;ps Strategy Submitted 

# of int~nsive Surveys of non-point 
source problem co~~leted 

# of NPS categories with problem 
assessments completed 

Complete prioritization of 
ca tegoi"i es 

# of categories for 11hich BPT's 
have been developed 

# of categories for 1·1fii ch management/ 
institutional/regulatory programs 
have been recrnm1cnded for approval 

.. 

.. 
State 

·-" 

·\ 
10regon 

START LEVEL 1ST QUARTER 
9/30/75 6/20/75 

Media: 

2ND. QUARTER 
12/31/75 

Plnd. Act. .Plnd. Act.· Plnd. l\ct. 

~ 

- . ....---

-
Water ·: Report D~~e 

3RD QUARTER 
3/31/76 

---
4TH Q:.Jt.:c~d 

F./30/7F. 

Plnd. l\ct. . P1~~. ~c!. ---

NOTE: Significant progress toward basin plan adoption necessary before efforts in this direction can be made • 

*Plnd.• Planned 
A~~. • A al· 

-· 
• 

;il-,,!k, ..::G"F· .... 



BASIN NAME 

Willamette 

Rogue 

North Coast - Lower Columbia 

Tualatin 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Rogiie 
() 

1 Columb_ia 

"" Tua la tin . 

Tualatin 

Columbia 

Klamath 

Grande Ronde 

Willamette 

Rogue 

Willamette 

"M!IJOR" MUNICIPAL DISCHARGERS 

DISCHARGER 
(Name/NPDES#) 

Albany, City of 

Ashland, City of 

Astoria, City of 

.Beaverton, City of 

Clackamas, Co. Service Dist. Ill 

Corvallis, City of 

Cottage Grove, City of 

Eugene, City of 

Grants Pass, City of 

Gresham, City of 

Hillsboro, City of (West Side) 

Hillsboro City of (Rock Creek) 

Hood River, City of 

Klamath Falls, City of 

La Grande, City of 

McMinnville, City of 

Medford, City of 

Multnomah County (Inverness) 

Attachment C 

OR-002339-6 

OR-002625-5 

OR-002756-1 

OR-002663-8 

OR-002622-1 

OR-002636-1 

OR-002055-9 

OR-002620-4 

OR-002884-3 

OR-002613-1 

OR-002334-5 

OR-002335-3 

OR-002078-83 

OR-002630-1 

OR-002046-0 

OR-002619-1 

OR-002626-3 

OR-002627-1 

-AJ~t.,~·· 
~-111 



"MAJOR" MUNICIPAL DISCHARGEPS 

BASIN NAME •DISCHARGER 

(Name/NPDESil) 

Willamette Newburg, City of OR-002025-7 

Tualatin Oak Lodge, s.o. OR-002614-0 

Willamette Oregon City, City of OR-002829-1· 

Umatilla Pendleton, City of OR-002639-5 

Willamette Portland, City of (Columbia Blvd.) OR-002690-5 

Willamette Portland, City of (Tryon Creek) OR-002689-1 

Umpqua Roseburg, City of OR-002258-6 

Willamette Salem, City of OR-002640-9 

() 
Klamath South Suburban S.D. OR-002387-6 

Willamette Springfield Utility Board OR-002632-8 

"' Columbia St. Helens, City of OR-002083-4 

Columbia The Dalles, City of OR-002088-5 

Tualatin .USA {Aloha) OR-002017-6 

Tualatin USA (Durahm) OR-002811-8 

Tualatin USA -(Fanno. Creek) OR-002013-3 

Tualatin USA (Forest Grove) OR-002016-8 

Tualatin USA (Metzger) OR-002018-4 

Tualatin USA (Sherwood) OR-002014-1 



() 

w 

BASIN NAME 

Tualatin 

Willamette 

• • 

"MllJOR" MUNICIPAL DISCHARC::F.RS 

DISCHARGER 

(Name/NPDESli) 

U.S.A. (Sunset Valley) 

Woodburn 

OR-002009-5 

OR-002000-1 



BASIN NAME 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Columbia 

Columbia 

Willamette 

Columbia 

Tualatin 

Willamette 

Columbia 

North Coast 
() d . Hoo River 

"" Willamette 

Klamath 

McKenzie 

0 • 

"MAJOR" INDUSTRIAL DISCHl,RGERS 

DISCHARGER 

(Name/NP DES#) 

Publishers·Paper, Newberg 

Publishers Paper, Oregon City 

Reichold Chemicals, St. Helens 

Reynolds Metals, Troutdale 

Rhodia, Inc. 

Stadelman Fruit, The Da.lles 

Tektronics, Inc~, Beaverton 

Teledyne Wah Chang, Albany 

The Dalles Cherry Growers 

Tillamook Creamery 

u. s. Plywood, Dee 

Western Kraft, Albany 

Weyerhaeuser, Klamath Falls 

Weyerhaeuser, Springfield 

OR-000055-8 

OR-000056-6 

OR-000163-5 

OR-000006-0 

OR-000174-1 

OR-000011-6 

OR-000158-9 

OR-000111-2 

OR-000073-6 

OR-000014-1 

OR-000186-4 

OR-000044-2 

OR-000254-2 

OR-000051-5 

Ii 



BASIN NAME 

Snake 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Santiam 

Co.lumbia 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Tualatin 

Mid Coast 

Umpqua 

Mid Coast 
0 

I Columbia 

"' Columbia 

South Coast 

Snake 

Willamette 

Willamette 

Columbia 

"MAJOR" INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGERS 

DISCHARGER 
(Name/NPDES#) 

Amalgamated Sugar 

American Can, Halsey 

Boise Cascade, Salem 

Crown Zellerbach, Lebanon 

- Crown Zellerbach, Wauna 

Crown Zellerbach, West Linn 

Evans Products, Corvallis 

Forest Fiber Products 

Georgia Pacific, Toledo 

Hanna Mining & Nickel 

International Paper, Gardiner 

Kaiser Gypsum, St. Helens 

Martin Marietta Aluminum 

Menasha Corporation 

Ore-Ida Foods 

Oregon Metallurgical 

Penwalt CO!f>Oration 

P.G.E. - Trogan 

OR-000252-6 

OR-000107-4 

OR-000084-1 

OR-000081-7 

OR-000079-5· 

OR-000078-7 

OR-000029-9 

OR-000129-5 

OR-000134-1 

OR-000162-7 

OR-000022-1 

OR-000157-1 

OR-000170-8 

OR-000211-9 

OR-000240-2 

OR-000171-6 

OR-000159-7 

OR-002345-1 



·Explanatory Notes 

Revised List of Major (Principal) Discharger 

DELETED 

Bandon, City of. 
Bear Creek Valley S.A. (White City) 
Boise Cascade, St. Helens 
Coos Bay Plan #1 
Coos Bay Plant #2 
Crown Zellerbach, N.Portland 
Milwaukie, City of 
Newport, City of 
North Bend, City of 

INDUSTRIAL 

1. Large BOD loads 
2. Large metals facilities 

CRITERIA 

3. Significant toxic discharges 
4. Treatment system .which, 

if not operated properly, will 
have a significant adverse 
impact on receiving stream. 

c - 6 

ADDED 

Grants Pass, City of 
Stadelman Fruit, The Dalles 
Tektronics (Ind), Beaverton 
The Dalles Cherry Growers 
Tillamook Creamery 

DOMESTIC 

1. Serving more than 10,000 people 
2. Serving industries which have 

a significant impact on the 
treatment system 
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INVENTORY OF LAKES 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY ,ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING MODERATE ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN 

TOTAL AREA OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES 

TOTAL AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY AND MODERATE NATURAL ENRICHMENT 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH-EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN 

Attachment D 

Unknown 

130 

2 

!!4 

25 

49 

EST. 250,000 acres 

EST. 230,000 acres 

EST. 170,000 acres 

EST. 60,000 acres 

EST. 20,000 acres 
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INVENTORY OF LAKES 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING MODERATE ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT 

NUMBER OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN 

TOTAL AREA OF PUBLICLY OWNED FRESH WATER LAKES 

TOTAL AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING HEAVY AND MODERATE NATURAL ENRICHMENT 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES EXHIBITING NO NOTICEABLE ENRICHMENT 

AREA OF SIGNIFICANT LAKES FOR WHICH EUTROPHICATION STATUS IS NOT KNOWN 

Unknown 

130 

2 

54 

25 

49 

EST. 250,000 acres 

EST. 230,000 acres 

EST. 170,000 acres 

EST. 60,000 acres 

EST. 20,000 acres 



DEPARTMENT .Qf 
ENVl~ONMENTAL QUALITY 

Attachment E 

_...,...._.,..,.......,..,'- 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET" PORTLAND, ORE.° 97205 <D Telephone (503) 229, 5301 

ROBERT W. STRAUB 
GOVERNOR 

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM &. NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
SEWERAGE WORKS CONSTRUCTION GRANTS PR;[ORITY LIST FOR FY 1976 

t<£SSLER R. CANNON 
B.>lrector June 20, 1975 

10:00 A.M. 

Public Service Building 
920 S. W. Fifth Avenue - 2nd Floor Auditorium 

Portland, Oregon 

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500 CFR 35.915(f) and 35.556, a hearing 
will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to the 
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein. At its meeting on 
April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staf.f to utilize the 
priority criteria presented at that meeting and to develop a list of sewerage works 
projects which would most efficiently use available federal gra~t funds. 

The criteria, enclosed with explanatory memoranda, most specifically reflects national 
~oncerns of " •.• the severity of pollution problems, the population affected, the need for. 
preservation of high quality waters and national priorities as well as total funds avail­
able, project and treatment works sequence and additional factors.established by the 
State .•• " Due to the necessity for stressing national concern, certain of the previous 
year's projects have been reduced in relative ranking. These include predominately 
projects not defined by a specific water pollution problem but facing the need for pro­
viding sewers in urban or urbanizing areas where population densities have rendered 
subsurface sewage disposal unsatisfactory. Such situations are critical to those directly 
involved but the federal emphasis on documented and existing major polluting discharges 
affords less than desirable program flexibility. 

The hearing is called for permitting public participation in the project ranking 
procedure. ·Federal regulations require that the list receive such scrutiny. The Depart­
ment of Environmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority 
Criteria so as to ensure that the foundation for the procedures is firmly based. 

Included in this packet are the 'following: 

l. A list of projects in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence ' 
assigned. 

2. A list of projects showing the priority point assignments and totals. 
3. A copy pf agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting. 

The results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeting on 
June 27, 1975. At that time, the Commission will be asked to approve, reject or modify 
the list as presented. 

Your cooperation is requested to ensure that the Department's programs 'for expedi­
tious and efficient handling of public·funds may be fairly and equitably administered. 

'd--fi~-. 
KESSLER R. CANNON . 

llLS:ak Director 



DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

PRIORITY LIST 

Fiscal Year 1976 

The list attached is a ranking of projects in numerical 
sequence in accordance with the point system developed by 
the Department and approved by the Environmental Quality 
Conunission .. 

. The funding allocation to Oregon by the Environmental 
Protection Agency is $77,582,900. Increasing this ·figure 
by the amount of unobligated 75 FY funds and decreasing 
it by FY 75 project cost overruns and reserve· requirements 
results in a funding availability for obiigation under 
the propo~ed project listing of approximately $77,000,000. 
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through 129 
within the current funding limitations. 

Since the Environmental Quality Commission has the 
authority to modify the list and the criteria and EPA 
approval and public acceptance are requisites for use, a 
specific cut-off project has not been determined at this 
time. This will be done following the acceptance and 
approval of the list, and the affected municipalities 
will be notified. 

. 
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Page 2 

PrO-ject 
Number . 

:rj C-410--1. 

489 

$::>. 403 

485-01 

)41 

450 

485-02 

452 

454 

458 

491 

492 

493 

494-495 

451 

496 

497 

374 

474 

i;59 

434 

436 

429 

41J 

Priority 
Number · 

2) 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

JO 

Jl 

32 

JJ 

34 

35 

J6 

37 

JS 

39 
40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

Appl leant 

Hi 1 lsboro-11'."rigat Ion 

long· Creek 

USA'-{Rock Creek) 

Portland (Tryon) 

Harrfsburg 

USA -{Rock Creek} 

Monmouth- I n'dependence 

Eugene-Springfield 

Corvallis Airport 

USA (loW-er~TualcitTn) 

USA {Upper Tualctin) 

Tri-City - County 

Newberg-Dundee 

Clackamas Co.S.D. 1Vl 

JunctTon City· 

Eugene Al rport 

MaUpin 

Eugene (Eastslde) 

Corvallis Mobile'Park 

Glenc!ale 

Suther] in 

Eagle POint 

Gold Hi 11 

E1!'glble 
Project 
Description 

STP #1 

STP 

STP 

STP 
STP 

INT 

STP · 

STP 

STP or INT 

INT 

INT 

Reg. STP 

Reg. STP 

INT 

STP Imp. 

STP Jmp. 

STP _Imp. 

INT 

INT 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

. STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

·-r:StTina-fed 
TOtal 
Cost 
Dollars_ 

100 

200 

25, 199 

5,500 

375 
4,500 

Boo 

15,000 

500 

Goo 

2,650 

7,500 

1,200 

630 

350 

200 

235 

4,500 

700 

Boo 

2,290 

175 

375 

Estlmated Component 
Cost· Dollars 

STEPISTEP I 1 ----sfEP I fl 

l II 

6 22 

378 J ,512 

165 605 

11 41 

135 495 

24 BB 

225 B46 

15 55 

18 66 

45 160 

112 825 

J6 132 

IB 69 

10 38 

6 22 

7 25 

I 35. 495 

21 77 

2la 88 

23 252 

5 19 

11 41 

. B6 

176 

23,309 

4,730 

32) 

3,870 

6BB 

13.929 

430 

516 

2,445 

6,563 

1,032 

543 

302 

172 

203 

3,B70 

602 

688 

2,015 

l 51 

323 

u 
c 
c 
c 

·srEP_ I 

Grant 
Dollars 

~n 8 
c 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

~-n u 
u 
~~ 7 

01-n 4 

u 
u 

u 
u 
u 

'5 B 

-si"EP- II - STEP ru 
·arget 

!Award Grant 
!Target 
IAwaird Grant 

Date Dollars Date Doflars 

oac75 

u 
06-75 

c 
01-76 

u 
10-75 

01-76 

09-75 

03..:.76 

04-76 

lOR 12-75 

10-75 

I ,B90R 06-75 

08-75 

JI 06-76 

12-75 

84 oB-76 

803R 

52R 05-76 

63 08-76. 

153 09-76 

Ol-76 703R 

oz-76 99 

u 65R 07-75 

12-76 29 

07-76 17 

10-75 

01-76 

09-75 

09-75 

Ol-76 

OJ-76 

2liR 06-76 

472' 

8lir.:t 03-76 

206R 03-76 

lBR 07-76 

JI 09-76 

65 

150 

18,899 

~.125R 

242 

3 ,J75R 

516 

323 

)87 

1,834 

407 

152 

516 

1, 5 ll 

ll J 
242 

CtimU1atlve 
TOTAL Total 
Grant Grant 
Dollars Ool'lars _ 

75 28,912 

150 29,062 

8,000* 37,062 

4,125 41,187 

281 41,468 

3,375 44,84) 

600 45,143 

803 46,246 

375 46,621-

450 47,071 

1,987 49,058 

)OJ 49,761 

126 49,887 

472 50,359 

J6 50,395 

21 50,li16 

176 50,592 

472 51,064 

600 51,664 

1,717 5J.J81 

lJl 53,512 

281 53.793 

*Phase 

·Tal'get 
Award 
Date 

l0-76 

10•76 

10-76 

•l0-76 

. 04-77 

01-77 

Ol-77 

06-77 

· .. · .. · 

Grant -· Dollars 
FY.77+ 

c0murat-1ve 
G·rant 
Dollars 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 

ID,899** ~1,800 

10,446 52,246 

~.922 57,168 

774 57 .942 

226 58, 168 

129 58,297 

2,902 61, 199 

525 61,724 

**Phase II 
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Project 
Nur.iber 
c-41 o--..;. 

423 

424 

498 
•99 
342 

500 
475 
472 

501 

502 
466 

503 
504 
427 

404 

S05. 
!i30 

S06-507 
. 503 

444 

S09-476 
446 

2i3 

Prlority 
Number 

46 

47 

48 
49 
so 
51 
52 

5J 
S4 

55 

S6 

57 

S8 

59 
60 

61 

62 

6J 
64 

65 
66 

67 

68 

Aopflcant 

Cave Jun ct i o_n 

Board:nan 

JaC:ksorwt11e 

Prairie City 

Port1and (SE Rel ievlng) 

Portland (Umatl1Ia) 

LaGrande-lsland City 

Elgin 

Corvallis-Crescent Y1y. 

Hammond 

Port of Ti 11amook Bay 

Seaside 

\.lheeler 

Aumsvi Ile 
Yamhi 11 

Tillamook City 

Dayton 

Sherldan-W111amina 

knity 

Molal la 

Woodburn-Gervais 

Lebanon 

Rocka .... ay 

Eltgfble 
Project 
Description 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

INT 

EstJmated 
Total 
Cost 
Ool lairs 

JOO 
750 
JOO 
JlO 

J,500 
288 

STP Imp., IHT 

S.TP Imp. 

900 

as 
1.100 

400 
600 

2,000 

400 

25 

INT 

ltlT 

INT 

STP Imp. 

INT 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 100 

STP Imp. 600 

ST? Imp. 290 

STf' Imp., INT 300 

STP !mp. 200 

STP Exp. 300 

STP Imp., !NT 800 
0

STP Imp. 1,500 

STP !mp. JOO 

STEP I 
Estfmated Component roarget 

Cost Do11ars ward Grant 
STEP I STEP II STEP ilr Date Dollars 

9 JJ 2S8 09-75 7 
22 82 646 c 
9 33 2S8 u 

10 
105 

8 

27 

J 

JJ 
12 
18 

60 

12 

J 
18 

8 

9 
6 

9 
24 

4S 

9 

36 
JBS 

31 
99 

9 
121 

44 
66 

220 
44 

284 

3,010 

249 

774 

7J 
946 

J44 

516 
1,720 

J44 

c 

" " 
u 

~9-7S 2 

" l0-75 9 
u 

09-7S 4S 
u 

J Zl 
ll 

66 

JZ 

Jl 
22 

JJ 

88 

165 

33 

86 08-7S 
Sl6 u 
2SO 07-75 
2S8 07-75 
172 09-75 

2::3 08-75 

688 07-75 

1,290 u 
258 u 

2 

6 

7 
4 

7 

18 

STEP II STEP 111 CU1111J1latrve 
T!Gtiil 
Gror~t 
Dollars 

arget 
1ward Grant 
ate Ool lars 

03-76 
u 

08-75 
u 
u 
u 

09-?S 
04-76 

08-7S 
04-76 

l0-7S 
05-76 

c 

01-76 

08-7s 
IZ-7S 
OS-76 
07-76 

rz-75 
04-76 

09-7S 
07-75 

25 09-76 
09-7S 

JlR 05-76 
07-75 
l0-75 
l0-7S 

94• 06-76 

7 

llSR OJ-76 

3J 09-76 . 
6JR OS-76 

165 

09-7S 

8 06-76 

6JR 06-76 
24 06-76 

25 
17 
25 07-76 

66 

l57R 06-76 

31R 04-76 

TOTAL 
Grant Gr-ant 
Do11ars Do11ars 

193 225 
S6ZR 562 
194 225 
247• 247 

2,6ZSR 2,62S 
2l6R 216 
581 675 

9 
710 825 

2S8 )00 
J8) 4SO 

JOOR 

210 

JOO 

54,018 
S4 ,;Bo 
S4,BOS 
55,052. 

S7,677 
57,89J 
58,568 
58,577 

59,402 

59,702 
60, ls2 
60,J62 
60,662 

6S 

J87 
187 

7S 60,737 

450 61,187 

193 

968 

194 

217 61 ,404 

32 61,436 
21 61,~57 

225 6{,682 

84 61 ,766 

I, 125 6Z,8Sl 

215 6J,ll6 

Target 
Award 
Date 

10-76 

10-76 

. I0-76 

os-n 
06-77 

OJ-77 

· .. · .. · 

Grant 
Amount 
Dol1ars 
FY77+ 

54 

I ,290 

19 

CISl'IUlative 
Grant 
Dot tars 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 

61,778 .. 

6),068 

63 ,087 

193 6J,280 

123 6),409 

516 6J,925 
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Project 
Number 
c,.410---: 

51J 

511 

450 

512 

513 

514 

515 

~28 

JBS 

4.41 

516 

517 

J7J 

518 

422 

)61 

4Jl 

519 

554 

47J 
L;l,Q 

~n-i+ 

520 

Priority 
Number 

69 

70 

71 
72 

73 

74 

75 

76 

77 
78 

79 

80 

81 

82 

. 8) 

84 

85 

86 

87 

88 

89 

90 
9' 

AooHcant 

Jeffe;son 

Cannon Beach 

Lincoln City 

Cottage Grove 

Creswe 11 

Oakridge 

Scio 

Brownsville 

El lg-Ible 
Project 
Description 

STP, INT 

STP Imp. 

Phase ! 

STP Imp. 

STP !mp. 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

STP 1mp. 

Veneta STP Exp. 

Govt. Camp S.o. STP Imp. 

K. Falls Reg. (Co.) STP 

Hermiston STP 

Chi1oquin STP Imp. 

Ontario STP Imp. 

Hines Cl
2 

Huntington Cl 2 
Saker STP Imp, 

Joseph ST? Imp. 

Enterprise STP !mp. 

Dufur STP Imp. 

lake 0sHego-'W1 Hamette !llT 

lablsh VIilage 

North Bend 

I NT 

STP !mp. 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Doi la rs 

400 

JOO 

200 

1,000 

400 

JOO 

150 

JOO 
l100 

600 

2,200 

JOO 

600 

JOO 

JO 

JO 

150 

600 

540 

75 

870 

127 

250 

STEP- I 
Estimated Component 

Cost Dollars 
arget 
1ward Grant 

STEPTSTE.P 11 STEP -ITT IOate Do 11 ars 

12 44 J44 07-75 9 

9 
6 

JO 

12 

9 

4 

.9 
12 

18 

66 

9 
18 

9 

I 

5 

18 

16 

2 

26 

4 

7 

JJ 

22 

110 

44 

33 
16 

JJ 

44 

66 

2'2 

33 

66 

33 

16 

66 

59 

8 

95 
14 

27 

258 

172 
860 

344 

D7-75 7 

c 
u 

06-75 9 
258 . 09-75 

130 08-75 

258 u 
J44 u 
516 u 

1,892 07-75 

258 u 
516 c 
258 u 

26 u 
26 c 

129 u 
516' 09-75 

464 08-75 

65 09-75 

7119 

109 

216 

7 

J 

50 

IJ 
12 

2 

STEP II 
arget 

STEP 111 
arget TOTAL 

Cumulative 
Total 

,ward Grant .ward Grant Grant Grant 
Dollars ;Date Oo11ars :oate Dollars Dollars 

04-76 

02-76 
09-75 

02-76 

02-76 

04-76 

01-76 

09-75 

u 
u 

09-75 

06-75 

07-75 

u 
u 

11-75 

04-76 

02-76 

u 
. c 

07-75 

JJ 

25 

21R 04-76 
105R 

JJ 

25 

12 

]IR OJ-76 

10-75 

07-75 

31R Oli-76 

6JR 06-76 

31R 06-76 

06-75 

05-75 

16R 06-76 

50 

6 

06-75 

07-75 

26R 12-75 

129 

194 

JOOR 
· 450R 

194 

J87 

194 

22R 

22R 

97 

652R 

95R 

161 

42 

]2 

150 

105 

42 

63, 158 

63, 190 

63,J40 

6J. 445 

6],487 

J2 6J,519 

15 6J,5J4 

225 63. 759 

JOO 64,059 

450 64,509 

so 64,559 

225 64. 784 

450 65 ,2]4 

225 65. 459 

22 65,181 

22 65,503 

112 65,615 

6] 65,678 

12 65,630 

8 65,698 

652 66' 350 

95 66,445 

187 66' 632 

Target 
Awar.d 
Date 

OJ-77 

10-76 

10-76 

10-76 

· I0-76 

ll-76 

06-77 

12•76 

06-77 

10-76 

Grant 
Amount 
Dollars 
FY77+ 

258 

19) 

645 

258 

Cudtulative 
Grant 
Doi Jars 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 

64, 183 

64,J76 

65,021 

65,279 

193 65,472 

97 65,569 

1,600 67,169 

387 67,556 

:;92 67,948 

48 67 .9~~:$~· - ~ 

-
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Projec~ 
Nu!!!ber ~ 
c-410-.,,.-

521 
522 

523 

524 

5Z5 
463 
46? 

526 

470 

393 
435 
313 
455 
456 

527 
437. 

426 
465 

356 

528 

529 

530 

Priority 
Number 

92 
9J 

94 
95· 

96 

97 
98 

99 

100 

101 

102· 

lOJ 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 
109 

110 

111 

112 

ll3 

Appl leant 

North Albany S.D. 

North Plains 

St. Paul 

L.Oswego (Harvey Way} 

L.Oswego (Terrace} 

L.Oswego {Evergreen} 

Eligible 
Project 
Oescriptfon 

INT 

INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

L.Oswego (Lakeview) lflT 

Clackamas County STP Imp. 
Rhododendron-Yelsches 

Coburg 

Charleston-Barview S.O. 

G11de-ld1eyld 

\.lest LT°nn (l.Tualatfnl 

Shady Cove 

Merl in-Col. Valley 

BCVSA {Westside) 

Wauna-Yestport 

Hult.Co. (Inverness #8) 

Gresham (Ruby Junction) 

Columbla City 

Cove 

Biggs Junction 

Lakes l de 

STP, INT 

INT 

STP, JNT­

INT 

STP, 'INT 

STP, INT 

HIT 

SPT, INT 

lNT 

INT 

INT 

STP !mp. 

ltlT 

STP, INT 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Dollars 

u ,800 

JOO 

450 
200 
100 

JOO 

200 

400 

l,000 

J, 100 

1,200 

266 

soo 

l ,000 

225 

1,000 

500 
1,500 

zoo 
Boo 

200 

_'J ,000 

Estimated Component 
Cost Dollars 

STEP I STEP 11 STEP 11 I 

JO 126 1,644 

9 33 258 

lJ 49 )BB 
6 

l 

9 
6 

12 

JO 

33 

J6 
8 

24 

30 

6 

JO 

15 
45 
6 

24 

6 

30 

22 

n 
JJ 
22 
44 

110 
121 

1J2 

29 

BB 
110 

25 

110 

5S 
165 

22 

88 

22 

110 

172 
B6 

25B 

172 

J44_ 

860 
946 

I ,032 

229 

688 

860 

194 
860 

4JO 
1,290 

'72 
688 

172 

B60 

STEP I 
arget 
lward Grant 

!Date Do11ars 

c 
09-75 7 

u 
u 
u 
u 
u· 
u 

OB·7S 
u 
u 
u 
u 

oB-75 

09-75 
07-75 

u 
09-75 
08-75 

08-75 

07-76 

07-75 

22 

22 

5 

22 

ll 
4 

18 

4 

22 

STEP 11 STEP 111 
arget 
.ward Grant 

Date Do1 lars 

07-75 l17R 
02-76 24 
oB-75 
08-75 

08-75 

08-75 
08-75 

04-75 

OL-76 
u 

12-75 

08-75 
12-75 

Ol-76 
Ol-76 

02.:.76 

u 
02-76 

02-76 

OZ-76 

01-76 

47R OJ-76 
21R 01-76 

IOR 01-76 

JlR 01-76 
21R 01-76 

42R 

BJ 08-76 
06-75 

126R 

28R 02-76 

848 05-76 
BJ 06-76 
19 06-76 

BJ oB-76 

12.li 

16 

66 

8) 

OJ-76 

Grant 
Dot1ars 

290 

129 
65 

194 
129 

645 

825R 

172 
516 
645 
145 

645 
375R 

TOTAL 
Grant 
Do11at""s 

117 
Ji 

337 
150 

75 
225 

Cumu1attn 
Tcts1 
Grant 
Doi lars 

66,749 
66.780 

67, 117 
67,267 

67 ,J42 

67,567 
150 67,717 

42 67.759 

750 
825 

126 

200 

600 

750 
169 

750 

375 
157 
20 

84 

4 

105 

GB,509 
69,]]4 

69,460 

69,660 

J0,260 

71 ,010 

71, 179 

71,929 

12.301;; 

72,46! 

72 ,ltSi 

72,565 

72.565 
)2,674 

Target. 
Award 
Date 
10-76 
12-76 

10·76 

12-76 

I0-76 

!0•76 

01-77 

l l-76 

10-76 

Grant 
Amount 
Dollars 
FY77+ 

l,2JJ 

193 

Cumu1atlv~ 
Grant 
Oo11ars 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 
69,229 
69,'22 

zse 65,sso 

n~ 

,6, 
129 

S!6 
1•; 
61$ 

7D,454 

7!,121. 

71 ,550 

n.o•• 
72,21? 

72,856 
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Pf-uject 
Number · 
.c-410---~ 

531 

417 

4"2 

5JZ. 

533 
443 
448 

1145 

534 

. 535 

460 

471 

536 

447 

412 

451 

537 

538 

539 

540 

469 

541 

5'2 

Prforl ty 
Number 

114 

115 
116 

117 

118 

119 
120 

121 

122 

123 

124 

125 

126 

127 

128 

129 

llO 

lll 

132 

133 

1)4 

135. 

Aool leant 

Dunes City 

Pacific City S.D. 

Mapleton 

High·.-.ray 101 S.O. 

Florence 

Ti.rrner 

Aurora 

Donald 

Newberg (Northwest) 

Canby 

Albany (Northeast) 

Tangent 

Lapine 

Mi 11 City 

Butte Falls 

El lg Ible 
Project 
Description 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

STP Imp. 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, !NT 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Ool lars 

600 

500 

600 

200 

)0 

Boo 

800 

400 

170 

200 

Twin Rocks S.D. (Sarview) INT 

1,100 

600 

JOO 

1,000 

500 

200 

S.W.Lincoln Co.S.D. 

Roads End S.D. 

St. Helens 

Herri 11 

Modoc Point 

Sisters 

C~rmcJaFou!weather S.D. 

STF' ~mp., INT 2,200 

INT 300 

STP Imp., INT 240 

STP Imp. 100 

S1?, INT 280 

STP, INT 400 

ST?, rt!T l ,$00 

STEP t 
Estimated Component ~arget 

Cost Ool lars A1t1ard Grant 
STEP I STEP II STEP Ill Date Dollars 

18 

15 

18 

6 

2 

24 

24 

12 

5 

6 

33 

18 

9 
30 

15 

6 

66 

9 

7 

J 

8 

12 

45 

66 

55 

66 

22 

8 
88 

88 
44 
18 

22 

121 

66 

Jl 
110 

55· 

22 

2"2 

33 
26 

11 

30 

44 

165 

516 

430 

516 

172 
60 

688. 

07-75 lJ 

07-75 ll 

u 
10-75 4 

08-75 

u 
688 07-75' 

J44 u 
147 u 
172 u 
946 u 
516 08-75 

258 10-75 

860 10-75 

4)0 u 
172 u 

1,89~ 

258 

207 

86 

2'2 

344 

I ,2!H 

u 
08-75 

08-75 

08-75 

10-75 

09-75 

7-75 

18 

13 

6 
22 

7 

5 
2 

E 

9 

JJ 

STEP 11 STEP Ill 
arget arget TOTAL 
.ward Grant ,ward Grant Grant 

Cumulative 
Tot.al 
Grant 

ate Dollars IDate Dollars Oo1 lars Ool Jars 

09-76 

01-76 

06-76 

05-76 

02-76 
I0-75 

11-75 

l0-75 

I 0-75 

I0-75 
11-75 

01-76 

03-76 

OS-76 

08-75 

10-75 

l 0-75 

lZ-75 

02-76 

02-76 

06-76 

.02-76 

02-76 

50 

41 07-76 

63R 

17 

6 

84R 06-76 

. 66 

42R 

l 7R OJ-76 

21R OJ-76 

ll 5R 

50 

25 

83 

52R 05-76 

2 IR 04-76 

231R 09-76 

25 06-76 

20 

8 

23 

33 
124 

32) 

516 

110 

129 

323 

129 

1,419 

193 

6J . 72, 737 

375 73.112 

63 73,175 

21 73, 196 

7 73,203 

600 73,803 

84 73,887 

42 73,929 

127 74,056 

150 74,206 

115 74.321 

6J 74,J84 

31 74,415 

105 74,520 

375 74,895 

150 75.045 

1,650 76,695 

225 76,920 

25 76,945 

10 76,955 

29 76,984 

42 )),026 

157 77,IBJ 

Target 
Pwlard 
Date 

03-77 

12-76 

12-76 

I0-76 

I0-76 

I0-76 

10-76 

10-76 

02-77 

12-76 

10-76 

OJ-77 
01-77 

02-77 

10-7( 

Grant -.. .. 
Do11ars 
FY.77+ 

387 

387 

129 

45 

C1.B11U1ative 
Grant 
Do1 lars 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 

7J,24J 

7J,6JO 

73.759 

73';8o; 

516 74,)20 

258 71 .578 

709 75,287 

387 75,67• 

193 75,867 

645· 76,512 

155 

64 

181 

258 
967 

)6,667 

76,rJif!~" 
76 ,912 

77,170 

78, 137 

w 

~ 



Page 7 

ProjeCt' 
Number 
c-ti10--.:. 

543 
449 

453 

544 

545 

546 

547 

5~8 

479 

467 

549 

550 

551 

552 

553 

46S 

477 

Priority 
Number 

. 137 

138 

139 

140 

141 

!42 

!43 

144 

!45 

!46 

147 

148 

149 

150 

151 

152 
153 

APP1 leant 

Bay-to-Bay S.D. 

Falls City 

Bonanza 

Adrian 

Pr I nevi T te 
(laughl In-Mel rose) 

Crescent 

Ukiah 

Sumpter 

Juntura 

Silverton 

Hillsboro {Vestside) 

Wilsonville (Boeckman) 

Sandy 

Powers 

Bandon (Johnson) 

Scotts Mills 

Detro It 

E1iglb1e 
P,.oject 
Description 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

STP, INT 

INT 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Dollars 

1,aoo1 
500 

6001 

180 

635 

STP 0 INT . 300 

STP Imp. 800· 

STP, INT . 200 

STP, INT 80 

STP !mp. 300 

STP Automation 300 

INT 200 

HIT 250 

STP Imp. 150 

1 NT 250 

STP, JNT 700 

STP, INT 700 

Estimated Component 
Cost Dollars 

S-TEP I STEP 11 STEP 111 

54 198 1,548 u 

STEP I 

Grant 
Dolla,.s 

15 55 430 09-75 11 

18 

5 
19 

9 
24 

6 

2 

9 

9 
6 

7 
4 

7 

21 

2l 

66 

20 

70 

ll 
88 

22 

9 

il 

)J 

22 

27 

16· 

27 

77 

77 

516 

155 

546 

07-75 13 

u 
u 

258 08-75. 

688 u 
172 01-76 

69 Ol-76 

258 09-75 

258 08-75 

172 09-75 

216 08-75 

130 07-75 

216 08-75 

602 08-75 

602 08-75 

6 

4 

z 
7 

6 

4 

5 

3 

5 

16 

16 

STEP It STEP Ill Cumu1otlve 
·arget a,.get: TOTAL Total 
1ward Grant .ward Grant Grant Grant 
ate Dollars ate Dollars Do11&1"'S Do1 lars 

ll-75 

OJ-76 

01-76 

01-76 

10-75 

04-76 

02-76 

OJ-76 

12-75 

01-76 

10-75 

01-76 

02-76 

04-76 

~2·76 . 

lB9R 
41 

50 

l9R 

66• 05-76 

25 

84• 

24 

25 05-76 

17 o6c76 

21 04-76 

l2 07-76 

21 

58 

SB 

410 

194 

129 

161 

97 

189 77.372 

52 77 ,42!1 

63 77.lf87 

19 71,506 

476 77 .9S2 

JI 78,0IJ 

84 78,097 

4 78, 101 

2 78, IOJ 

JI 78,i34 

225 78,359 

ISO 78,509 

187 78 .. 696 

112 78 ,808 

26 78 ,8Jl1 

74 78,906 

74 78,982 

Target 
Award 
Date 

10-76 

10-76 

10-76 

11-76 

~3-77 

01-77 

10•76 

03-77 

ll-76 

10•76 

ll-76 

02-17· 

Grant 
Amount 
Dollars 
FY77+ 

Cil\1Ul11tlve 
Grant 
Do11a,.s 
TOTAL 
FY77+ 

1,161 

322 

387 

116 

79,298 

79,620 

80,007 

80, 123 

• 

193 80,)16 

516 SO,BJ2 

145 80,977 

58 81,0JS 

133 81,228 

···i 

162 81,390 
451 Bl ,841 
451 82,292 

~'iii;: - . 



NEEDS PRIORITY RANKING 

Project River Project Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority 

£Q1 leant Points Points Points Points Points Points Nurr • 

orval 1 h * 
. : 

1 

1 <Jtskanie • 2 

rookings 11 3. 

1FJ ti 11 a-McNary * 4 

~lver * 5 

:; tarts-Oceanside * 6 

nim1 * 7 

edwood S, o. * 8 

ru i tdal e-Harbeck * g 

~fl~ 1000 1000 10 

2dmomi 1000 1000 H 

)Ster Midway 1000 1000 .1 

)rtland(Gertz-Schmeer) 1000 1000 13 . 

!rreborme 1000 1000 14 

;A (Fanno-Phase $) 800 90 77 8 3 978 15 

;A (Willow Cr, 3.rd 800 90 17. 8 3 978 16 
'hase) 

iddle 800 90 13 HJ 3 976 17 

lscburg (Metro-Reg.) 800 90 73 10 3 976 18 

nston-Green (Reg.) 800 90 73 10 2 975 19 

1nyom1i1le 800 90 73 10 1 974 20 

1hn [li1.11 800 90 68 10 2 970 21 .. 
.. :;·.z,,~~ 800 80 68 10 1 959 22 

·' 1, ''.i ·frri,gatfon . ·. 700 100 71 10 1 888 23 ; 

l!~f} ft/'i~i~~~ 100 100 68 10 3 881 . 
·fr! Prm1fously certified 
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Project Rf ver Project Step 
Need Emphasi.s Segment T.vpe Status Total Prforfty 

~'£2!J cant Points Points· Points Points Points Points Number 

,llSJ\ (Rock Creek) STP 700 so 71 10 l mm. 25 

~·ortl and. (Tryon) 700 90 76 lO 3 879 26 

tiarrisburg 700 90 16 10 3 879 21 

USA (Rock Creek) Int. 700 90 71 s l 878 28 . 

i·ionmouth- Independence 700 90 76 TO 2 878 29 
. 

Eugene-Springfield 700 90 76. HJ 2 878 30 

'Larva 11 i.s Airport 700 90 :76 10 2 878 :n 

tJSA (L:ower Tualatin)· 700 90 71 8 3 818 32 

USA (Upper Tualatin) 700 90 71 s 3 878 33 

fri-Ci ty - County . 700. 90 76 10 2 878 34 

\•iewberg-Dundee 700 90 76 10 1 811 35 

Clackamas Co. 'S. Cl. 11 700 90 16 s 3 871 36 

June:, ..111 City . 700 90 76 to 1 871 37 

Eugene Airport 700 90 76 10 . 1 811 38 .. 
l'la11phl 700 90 14 10 .2 876 39 

Eugene. (Easts i de) 700 90 76 8 2 876 4() 

:::or11a11 is Mobile Part 700 90 76 8 2 876 41 

rnemla1e 700 90 73 1() 2 875 42 

;uther1 fn 700 90 72 10 z 874 43 

~~agle Pofnt 700 90 11 10 3 874 44 

Gold mn 700 90 . 71 10 2 873 45 

Gave Junction 700 90. 71 10 2 873 46 

C>oardman 100 90 69 10 3 872 41 

.,Jacksonv f 11 e 700 90 11 s 3 872 48 

Pra i r'' City 700 90 68 10 2 870 49 

"'•ortland . . (SE Relieving) 700 90 69 8 3 810 50 

~ 

• 
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Project River Project Step · 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority-

Jl icant Points Points Points Points Points Points Number 

·tland (Umatilla) 700 90 69 8 3 87() 51 

;rande -Island City 700 90 67 10 2 869 .52 

Jin 700 90 67 10 1 868 53 

:va11is-Crescent Vly. 700 80 76 8 2 866 54 

l!lll(Hld 700 80 69 8 1 858 55 

·t of Tillamook Bay 700 90 57 8 1 . 856 56 

15 id!! 700 90 54 10 1 855 57 

!e 1 er (Addendum to 700 80 62 8 3 853 58 
res/\ Grant) 

llSV~11~ 700 90 48 10 1 849 59 

1h·i ·11 700. 90 46 10 3 849 60 

I lamook City 700 80 57 10 . 1 848 61 

rton 700 90 46 10 1 847 6Z 

;r i dan-·l'1i 11 ami na 700 90 116 10 1 847 63 

lt:.y 700 90 46 10 1 847 64 

ial1a 700 90 44 10 2 846 65 

1dbur11-Gerva is 700 90 45 HI 1 846 66 

1ancm 700. 90 42 10 2 844 67 

:kaWi\';f 700 90 41 10 2 843 68 

'ferson 700 90 42 10 1 843 69 

mon !leach 700 90 41 10 1 842 70 

1col11 City 700 90 111 8 3 842 71 

.- , (~',r,>(!IW~ 700 90 40· 10 1 841 . 72 

<.1:: .. f- 700 90 40 10 J 841 73 

:r'::d'Q;GJ 
d 700 90 39 10 1 840 1.4 

i~]' 700 90 35 10 1 836 75 
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Project River Project Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total PrforH:y 

~c<mt Points Points· Points Points Points Points Number 

\ro~··, ifH1e 700 90 33 10 2 835 76 

l'cmeta 700 90 32 . 10 3 835 11 
• 

iovernment Camp S.O. 700 90 30 10 3 833 18 

·1 amath Fall Reg. (Co.) 700 90 23 iO 2 830 19 

!enniston 700 90 26 10 2 828 80 

'hi1oquhi 700 90 25 10 2 827 81 

tntarlo 700 90 .24 10 2 826 82 

ii nes; 700 90 23 10 2 825 83 

!untington 700 90 7 10 2 809 84 

iaker 700 90 7 10 2 809 85 

loseph 700 90 6 HJ 1 807 86 

:nterprhe 700 9Q 6 10 . 1 807 81 

iufU' 700 90 1 10 1 802 88 

.ake Os1"1ego-Wi 11 amette 600 100 76 8 l 787 89 

.a bi sh lli11age 600 100 76 s 3 787 90 

lorth Bend 600 90 75 10 1 776 91 

lorth Albany S.O. 600 90 76 8 2 776 92 

iorth Plains 600 130 77 10 1 768 93 

;;;. Paul 600 80 76 10 1 767 94 

.ake Oswego (Harvey Way) 600 80 76 8 l 767 95 

.1ke Os1~cgo (Terrace) 600 80 76 8 3· 767 96 

1 ke Os1·1ego (Evergreen) 600 80 76 8 3 767 97 

.cl ke Osl'mgo (Lakeview) 600 80 76 8 l 767 98 

'1 ackamas Co. -(Rhoda- 600 90 66 10 1 767 99 
'.le 1 sches) 

• 

:1:Jb11r 600 80 76 HJ 1 767 100 

. ·"· 
I ,,(JI 

• 
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Project Rher Project Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Sta tµs Total Priority 

p_pHcant Points Points Points. Points Points Points Number 

har1eston-Barview S.D. 600 8.0 75 8 3 766 1r· 

lide-Idelyld 600 80 72 1 () 3 765 102 

est Linn (Lower 
Tua·1atin) 

600 80 76 8 1 765 103 

hady Cove 600 80 '11 10 2 763 104 

~:rHn-Col. Valley 600 80 11 10 2 763 105 

CVSA··(Central Point) 600 80 71 s 2 761 106 
(11ests ide) 

au~oC<·-H12 s tport 600 80 69 10 1 760 107 

Jltnomah County 600 80 69 8 3 760 108 
(Inverness #8) 

re;;lmm (Ruby ',Junction) 600 80 69 8 1 758 109 

:; l L~ City 600 80 69 s 1 ·7513 110 

>Ve 600 80 67 10 1 758 111 

iggs Junction 600 80 69 8 1 758 1T 

ikes Ide 600 80 63 10 1 754 113 

mes City 600 80 63 10 1 754 114 

1cific:: City S.D. 600 80 56 10 1 147 115 

1p 1 eton 600 80 54 10 2. 746 1Hi 

i ghl'lilY 101 s.o. 600 80 57 8 1 746 11:1" 

ore net~ 600 8() 54 1 () 1 . 745 118 

1r11er 600 80 48 10 2 740 11!1 

1r(lrti 60() 80. 45 10 2 737 120 

llliil 1 d 600 50 76 10 1 737 121 

600 50 76 8 3 737 ·122 

600 50 76 8 1 735 123 

·~.,,:;.,: ·I' 600 50 16 8 1 735 120 ,, 

.ng(l:n~; 60() 50 76 8 1 735 125. 

p1ri~ 60~ 50 14 10 1 735 126 
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• Project River• Project 'Step 
Need Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority 

1~t Points Points Points Points Points Points Number 

Mill City 600 80 42 10 . 1 733 127 

Butte Fa1 h 600 50 71 10 2 733 128 

Twin Rocks S. D. (llarview) 600 80 41 8 3 732 129 

SW !:incoln Co. S.D. 600 80 41 8 2 731 130 

Roads End s.o. 600 80 41 8 2 731 131 

;;t. He 1 ens 600 50 69 8 2 729 132 

Merrill ( E. Merri 11 ) 600 90 .26 10 1 727 133 

Modoc Point 600 80 28 10 1 719 134 

'>isters 600 80 15 HI 2 707 135 

Carme1-Foulweather S.D. 600 50 41 10 .2 703 136 

Bay-to-Bay S. D. 600.. 50 41 8 2 701 137 

Falls City 600 50 35 Hl 1 696 138 

13ona. l 600 50 26 10 1 687 139 . 

Mriim 600 50 24 10 . 1 685 140 

Prinevllle·(Laughlin- 600 50 15 a 2 675 141 
Melrose) ~· 

::res cent 600 50 11 HI 1 672 142 

Uk fall 600 50 10 10 . 2 672 143 

Sumpter · 600 50 7 10 1 668 144 

Juntura 600 50 7 10 1 668 145 

s. il verton 400 . 90 45 10 1 546 146 

li 11 sboro(R&D-Westside) 400 50 17 10 1 538 147 

dilso1wi11e (lloec~.man) 400 50 76 a 2 536 148 

Sandy 400 50 66 8 3 527 149 

:>ower11 400 50 51 10 1 512 150 

.:andt. .. (Jollm;~in) 400 50 52 ·8 1 511 151 

:cotts MH1 400 -50 45 10 l 506 152 

letrott 400 so 42 10 1 503 153 

f;· 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

lOM McCALL To: 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET"' PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 "' Telephone (503) 229-5696 

Environmental Quality Cor.imissi~n 

fi, ~ McPHilUPS . 
Ch111lrm.11n, McMinnville 

\'.:.RACE $. PHINNEY 
Urvalilil 

j,[\J;'.tf.'.t'VN l. HALLOCK 
~"@~i11nd 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1 '175, EQC f~cet i ng 

Proposed Criteria for Priori ti z ino Sc1·1;iqe I.forks Constr11c­
tion !·!eeds for Construction Grant. Purrosrsl'OrtY 76 

Mo•••s K. c•orH••• Background 
Salem · 

El:ON'.AUJ M. SOA,ERS 
"YOO Dalles 

~!l;,~1.1'.'<1._,_'J, u • .f::J\NNON 
fu<!JM:i&~ 

(1-·~····~·."•'-'1i 

!t\-'C~•;t~.1'J 
M.ltf'Jf,,Gl 

Pub1 ic La\'/ 92-500 authorizes 75?0 federal grants for con­
struction of e]iqible se~1eraqe facilities. This la\'! and the 
implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to adort 
a criteria for prioritizinq needs for nrant .fundinq considera­
tion. This state priority-criteria must then he annroved by 
EPA. Fol10~1ing adoption and arproval of the nriority criteria, 
the state must annually develop a rrioritlzed rroject list and 
adopt it fo)lowing a rublic hearing. 

DEQ has been operating under priority criteria apnroved . 
by the EQC in 1973. Since that time, Federal rules, renuirP.­
ments and interpretations have been constantly changi.ng. We 
have now reached a ooint 1·1here the oriority criteria must he 
modified in order to get grant projects moving. 

Federal regulations (cm 40., Section 35.915) establish 
the areas of national concern which must be addressed in the 

·priority critera, including " ... the severity of pollution pro­
blems, the population affected, the need for rreservation of 
high quality waters and national priorities as well as total 
funds available, project and treatment 1·10rks sequence and 
additional factors establisl1ed by the State •..• " 

Attachment I contains the Derartment's oronosed new 
priority criteria. Explanation and discussion of the com­
.ponents is as fo 11 ows: 

Discuss ion of Priority Criteria 

Pro,iect rh~ed 

This classification identifies the various water 
pollution related conditions or situatibns for which a 
Sc\'leraqc construction project is anticiriated to he the. 
best economic and environmentally arrropriate solutio11. 

\' E - 16 



·" The categories within this classification are ranked to 
reflect m1tional and state water pollution and water 
qua 1 ity related pub 1 ic hea 1th. rriorit i es. 

(a) Setierage facilities required by the 11andatory 
Annexation le9islation (0~S 222.) and the Drill 
llo1e Elimination Regulations (O/\F: Charter 340 
Section 44-rrs et seq.) occury.the highest r1ace 
in the :feeds category and are numerically assi~-
ned 1000 points. The need for se1-1erage facilities 
in each case is supported by specifically-iclentiffor! 
problems for 11hich strong regulatory actions have 
been taken by DEQ or the S·tate Health Division Pur­
suant to law. 

The mandatory annex at ion 1 aw Drovides for a 
public health survey of problem areas, a certi­
fication of existence of a health hazard erergency, 
a forced annexation of the prohlem area to the 
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct 
a sev1age collection and intercention facility to 
eliminate the public health hazard. 

In 196!1, the EQC found the oractice of dis­
posal of se1·1age into rock crevices throuqh "drill 
holes", which is used in Central ·orenon, to be a 
serious ground 1·1ater poll utfon threat and ac'orted 
regulations requiring an orderly rhase out of all 
drill holes by 1980. The Federal Hater Pollution 
Control Administration (now EPJI.) sur>DortP,d the 
action of the Commission. Tota 1 se1·1eraqe systems 
must be constructed in several .comriunities to 
achieve compliance with the reoulations. 

The Federal Act (PL 92-Sflfl) providing sel'ferage 
works grant authority to EPA a 11 ov:s the use of 
grant funds not only for "treatment works" as 
usually connoted, but al so for sev1age coll cction 
systems, storJT11.•1ater collection and treatment systems, 
and other related collection and treatment facilities. 
To date, actual use of funds has been limited by DEQ 
(with EPA concurrence and arnroval) to sev1age treat­
ment plants, najor interceotors and ruMoincr stations, 
and plant outfall .se1·1ers. This was intended to r.iake 
.the best direct pollution abatement. use of the limited 
grant funds which 11ere available. This approach is 
still the best efficient overall use of the funds. 
llowever, it is highly desirable to be able to extend 
eligibility to seHage collection systems where such are 
·required by Mandatory Annexation nroceer1ings and re­
gulations for elimination of drill hole sewage dis­
posal in urban areas. Since such projects are of 
substantial 1·1ater aual ity control and critical 
public. hea 1th concern, and usually are hampered 
in implementation by inordinately highpro.iect 
costs, it is·proposed that, in this cateqory only, 
where it is specifically supported by appropriate 
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. . 
documentation, the sewage collection systems.be 
included in the grant eligible project costs. 

b. The next highest category of need involves 
those rivers and strcaris 1·1hose 1·:ater quality is 
protected by \later Quality standards. Facilities 
necessary to achieve cor1rliancc 1·rith 1·1ater quality 
standards or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation would be reason for annlyinq ~00 noints 
to the project proposed. For exmnDlc, 1·:atC?r 
quality standards arc presently exceeded in the 
South Umrqua, the Puddinn, the John Day and the 
Tualatin Rivers durin9 the dry 1·1eather, 1m·1-flow 
periods. This is attributable in part to the 
discharge of domestic 1·1uste 1·1aters and wil 1 be imrroved 
by providing a higher quality of effluent. 

c.. The third "Need" category, 1·1orth 7nr roints, 
relates to facilities required to comnly 1·•ith an 
effluent or minimum treatment requirement.spelled 
out by regulation, permit, order or other specific 
directive. Such minimum standards are usually 
designed to protect high ouality \'/aters or rre­
vent degradation of existing quality. 

d. The fourth category of need, worth !:Ofl . 
points, is of cons~ derab le s i gnifi carice more be­
cause of its widespread occurrence than from tts 
measurable instream pollution impact. '(his is the 
"Non-Point Source" discharge affecting ground 
and surface \'later. In many Oregon cor11nunities, 
the surface discharge from failing drainfield 
systems has definite health and 1·!ater pollution 
ramifications. The occurrence of enteric oraan­
isms in ditches and draina9e ways has the effect 
of threatening the health of ehtire communities, 
as 1·1el1 as imracting in stream water quality. High 
groundwater, constant subsurface disposal system 
leaching and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizinq 
areas combine to provide the potential for serious 
illness in a community if the problems remain iqnored. 
The potential is particularly acute v1hen shallol'I pri­
vate 1·iater v1el1s are utilized. These are often con­
structed 1·1ithout proper casing and 1·1e11 seals, and 
provide a passage for contamin«ted \'later to reach 
the shallo1·1 ground v1ater aquifers. ·Thus, irrepar­
able harm and viater rollution can occur from this 
common problem. It has been difficult in the past 
to document tl1e health hazard asrect of these prob­
lems to the satisfaction of EPA. By redefining the 
category to include documentable .effect on surface 
or underground \'taters, it is hared EP/\' s concerns 
can be satisfied. 

e. · A 400 point category has been designated to dea1 
w1th those instances where ~1ater po 11 ut ion abatement 
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h not an immediate concern, but \'/here exrerience 
and technical infonnation rroject an apparent future 
problem. This 1·1ould relate to grol'ling, unsewered 
communities in such areas as lakesides, flood plains, 
or rocky terrain. 

2. Regulatory Emphasis 

A second level classification for serarating projects 
within a priority system involves the level of interest of 
the regulatory agencies involved. This allo~is a relative 
ranking of projects within a specific need category, and 
emph(!sizes those projects whose rapid progress is most 
urgently needed. These 'ij,re sho\'/n belo1·1 along 1·1ith point 
design.ations for the .sub-grouping. 

a. Environmental Quality Commission· 
Order or Regulation: 100 points 

·b. DEQ.issued Permit: 90 points 

c. Letter directive, preliminary planning approval or 
project authorization: 80 points · 

d. Other positive written response by the Department 
or Commission related to the·desirability of·the 
project: 50 points. 

3. Stream Segment Ranking 

. As a result of the passage of PL .92-500, the federal 
government through EPA requires the state to submit ·an f1nnual 
Strategy for Water Quality Control activities and emphasis 
during the following fiscal year. A part of this strategy 
is a ranking of the stream segments. based on: . 

a. Severity of pollution 

b. Population affected 

c. Need for preservation of high quality waters 

d. National priorities. 

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in the 
federal regulations for project oriority assignments, the 
Stream Segment Ranking may be directly utilized in these 
criteria. · 

In 1973, Dt:Q identified and ranked 77 "stream Se!Jmcnts" 
with highest point being number 1 and l01·1est point being . 
number 77. The ranking reflected the best collective 
judgment of the Oepartmcnt of relative need.for reC)ulatory 
attention. The sarie ranking 1~as used in 1974 and is 
proposed for use again this year. The ranking is at-
tached as Attachment I I. The point assignments for 
grant priority purposes will be in inverse .order to 
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Collection systems .are pro~osed for funding ~1here !jandatory l\nnex­
ation Order or Drill ·!lole Elimination Regulations necessitate a project. 
It.should be emohasized that such funding is antictcated to hc'arnlic­
ablc in FY 76 only, in vic1·1 of the fact that sufficient funds 1·1i11 l:c 
available to accomr10date the construction of necessary r.rojects during 
that fiscal year. The situation 11ill unr!oubteclly he different in FY 
77, and it is foreseen that the Commission 11ill ~lish to revic1·: this 
particular concept in detail next year hefore extending such cligi-
b'il ity. . 

RECOMMEtlDATION 

It is recommended that the proposed priority rankin(J systel"' bc• 
adopted by the Cor:imi ss ion so that a priority 1 i st for ~77. 5 rii 11 ion of 
FY 7.C construction grant money can be developed and rrescntecl at a hear­
ing for adoption as required by federal '.Ules, 

HlS:rgn 

4-18-75 

• 

c:J__d~ 
KESSLER R. CA!ll!Of! 

.. 
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ATTACHMENT I 
Criteria for' Priority Ranking 

of · 
Sewerage Works Construction Needs for FY 76 

I Purpose 

The criteria and rules for application set forth herein shall be 
used to govern the priority ranking of identified sewerage works con~ 
struction needs for construction grant funding pursuant to applicable 
state and federal law and regulations from July 1, 1975 through June 30, 
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reevaluated 
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on 
availability of funds relative to needs. 

II Definition 
Applicable definitions from ORS Chapters 468 and 454 shall apply.' 

III Development and Adoption of Project Priority list 

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year 
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a 
proposed project priority list pursuant to the criteria and rules for 
application set forth herein. As required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall pe held on the proposed list . 

. Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces­
sary, the Commission shall adopt a project priority list which shall 
be the official Sewage Works· Construction Grant Priority list of the 
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be revised at any time following 
appropriate·notice and hearing. • 

IV Priority Criteria 

Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point system. 

Table A contains the schedule for points assignment within. each 
of the five categories of: 

a) Project Need 
b! Regulatory Emphasis 
c Stream segment ranking 
d Project Type 
e Step Status 

. Except for projects receiving 1000 total points under the Project 
Need category, each need or project will be assigned appropriate 
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will 
then be added and sum therefrom will be the point total used for 
developing the project priority list. The project with the highest 
point total wi 11 be the highest priority project. 

V Rules for Application of Criteria 
A Assignment of Points 

., 
l 

Points shall be assigned for each project based on best 
available data at the time of ranking for adoption of a 
list. In the event additional information justifies a 
change in point assignment, change in ranking shall be 
accomplished in accordance .with!.! or.C below • .. 
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ATTACHMENT I 
Page 2 

B Additions or Elevation in Rank.ing. 
Projects may be added to the list or elevated in ranking 
at the discretion of the Director ~ubject to the following 
procedure: 
1. Points shall be a'ssigned in accordance with Table A 

and the point total will determine the ranking of 
the project with respect to projects already on the 
list. 

2. Sponsors of those projects which have fewer total points 
than the new or re-ranked project shall be notified of 
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing 
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the 
purpose of receiving testimony on the list modifications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the 
Commission may adopt the modified list as·under Section 
III. . 

C · Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

Projects may be de 1 eted from the list ·or reduced in ranking 
by the Director without public hearing either in the event of a 
project's receiving full funding, or by reassessment of point 
totals or basic project desirability. .Sponsors of projects thus 
deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised 
status of the project and may request a hearing before the 
Commission.regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request 
must be made to the Di rector within 20 days fo 11 owing receipt of 
the notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule 
a hearing before the Commission within 60 days. 

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year lists 
. ·.(,·. 

1. All projects which have received a Step II or Step III 
grant in a given fiscal year and are not completed will 
automatically be placed at the top of the priority list 
for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking 
as they appeared in the prior year in order to assure 
continuity and.funding. 

2. A 11 projects which have not yet received any grant or 
have received only a Step I grant will be subject to 
reprioritization along with all new projects for the 
next year's list. 

E Project Scheduling 
Funds shall be reserved for each project for those phases 

that are scheduled for initiating within three months of the end 
of the fiscal year. Phases which will not be initiated within 
that time frame will be scheduled for funding from subsequent 
year funds. In the event of schedule slippage, the Department 

,,. --
.. 
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may either reserve the funds for an additional three months or may 
allocate same to the next project on the list awaiting funds. Th' 
Department shall notify the applicant of its intent to take s'uch 
action. · 

F Contingency Reserve 

A minimum of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of grant 
funds shall be set aside as a contingency reserve for grant 
increases and cost adjustments. A portion of the contingency 
reserve may be allocated to initiate new projects three months 
prior to the end of.the f.iscal year if it appears that the total 
reserve will not need· to be maintained. 

VI Elgibility for Funding 

A Except as noted in B below, facilities eligible for grant assis­
tance sha 11 be 1 imited to sewage treatment works, interceptor 
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public 
sewer system rehabilitation as can be shown to have an obvious·cost 

·effective benefit related directly to size, effective life or 
performance of the sewage trea_t(llent plant. .• 

,r 

· B For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis­
tance where such systems are required to comply with a mandatory 
annexation order issued pursuant to ORS 222 qr DEQ regulations 
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Wells (OAR Chapter 340 
Section 44-005 et seq). Thi.s elgibility of collection systems wil1 
·not be extended beyond June 30, 1g76 unless the Environmental 
Quality Commission finds that sufficient federal funds are avail­
able to permit extension without jeopardizing the construction 
program for essential treatment. works and interceptor sewers. 

HLS:ak 
April 18, 1975 
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Table A 

Point 
Assignment 

1000 Tcital* 

Project Priority Ranking Criteria for FY 76 

Point 
Categories 

Project Need 

Project necessary to comply with mandatory annexation order 
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal ~Jell Schedule under OAR 
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 et seq. (Includes sewage col~ 
lection system, where appropriate). 

(*Points for re.gulatory emphasis, stream segment ranking, 
project type, and step status included in total.) 

800 Project necessary to achieve compliance with in-stream Water 
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation. 

700 Project necessary to comply with minimum waste treatment 
standards or effluent standards established by the Department· 
of Environmental Quality or.the Environmental Protection 

" Agency. 

600 Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented "non 
point source" contamination of groundwater or surface waters 
relating to subsurface sewage disposal system malfunction in 
known urban or urbanizing areas. · 

400 Project· desirable for prevention of potential water pollution 
problems. 

100 

90 

ao 

50 

Regulatory Emphasis 
Environmental Quality Commission Order or Regulation. 

NPDES or State Waste Discharge Permit. 

letter directive, preliminary planning approval or project 
authorization from the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Other written statement of project desirability by DEQ or 
the Commission. 
Stream Segment Ranking 

77 maximum Streams ranked in inverse order to that shown in "Anoua1 
State 11ater Strategy - FY 75". 

10 

Project Type 
Sewage treatment plant projects including cost-effective 
sewer rehabilitation. 
Interceptor sewers, major pumping s"tations and pressure 
mains. 

,l 

··,,·<~ . .. 
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Point 
Assignment 

.. 

• 

Po.int 
CategoHes 

Step Status 

Step I - facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. . . 

/r ,,. ,. ' 
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. . 
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Number 

1 

2 

l' 

4 

s 

«> 

1 

8 

9 

10· 

ll 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

11 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

. . . 
S'l'REl\M SEGMENT ru\NKING 

·from "Annual State Hater Strategy 

~alat.in River 

Willamette River 

Coos Day 
. 

Deschutes River 

· South Umpqua River 
• 

FY 75'! 

,'11-

At.t.achment II ·~ 

. Umpqua and North Umpqua River 

Dear Creek 

""' Columbia River 

John i.?ay River 

Grande Ronde River 

S11ndy River 

Sldpanon River 

Necanicum River 

Neacoxie Creek 

. Nehalem .River 

Nehalem. Bay 

Wilson River 

'.l.'rask River 

Tillamook Riv.er 

Tillamook Day 

Nest.ucca River 

(*) Nilll\ed segmcnt
0

includes tributaries thereto unless such tributaries 
are otherwise listed. 

.. 
• 
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Number Name of Scrrmcnt 

23 Netartr,; !lay 

24 siuslaw River 
' -------

25 Chetco River and Chetco Cove 

26 Coquille River 

:n South Coquille River 

28 'lfaquina River .. 
29 south Yamhill River 

30 Mill Creek 

31 North Yamhill River 

32 Yamhill River 

33 Pudding River 

34 Molalla River 

35 south Santiarn River 

36 .... Santiam and North Santiam River 
- . 

. 37 Pacific Ocean 

38 Coast Fo.rk Willamette River 

39 Middle Fork Willa'llette River 

40 Clackamas River 

41 •'cKenzie River 

42 Rickreall creek 

43 Luckiamute River 

44 Marys River 

45 Calapooia River 

46 . . . Long Tom River 
• 

41 Columbia Slo1.11;ih 

• 
E -•28 



l1arnc~ of Scqrncnt 
~-~-·------····-·-··-·-

( 

4(l llooc1 nivcr 

Urnatil'la J(ivcr 

50 }(lill1\C.1th H.ivcr 

51 

52 Lost !{iver 

53 l'liJ\iarnson 'Ri vcr . . . 

54 Snake River 

55 silvics River 

5G Salmon.River 

57 Alsea River 

58 Lower Urnpgua River 

59 Lcwis.;,nd Clark River 

'' 60 "l::laska.nine River 

61 White River 

62 lla;.,r, Springs River 

63 Crooked River 

64 J.letolius River 

65 ... Spring River 

66 Fall River 

67 Little Dcschu\;es River 

68 North Fork John Day River 

69 South Fork John Day River 

70 Walla Wall<t River 

71 

72 \-1all.o'.'" Rl vcr 

E ~ 29 
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.. !Jmnhcr !lame" of Seqmcnt 

73 OWyhce River. 

74 : Silver" River 

75 Donner and l3litzen niver 

16 Chcwaucan River 

71 Thomas Creek 
• • . .. 

. 

• 

.. 

· . 
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ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET e PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 e Telephone (503) 229-5696 

" ~obert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. -PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F , June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Public Hearing--Adoption of Rule Pertaining to Priority 
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or Revocation 
of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits for Air Contaminant 
Sources Located in a Limited Airshed 

At the March 28, 1975 meeting of the EQC, consideration was given 
to adoption of a temporary rule entitled, Priority Criteria For Approval, 
Denial, Modification, or Revocation of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 
for Air Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed. The Director's 
report on this proposed rule (see Attachment A) indicated: 

l. Many areas of the State have reached, or are close to reaching 
assimilative capacity for certain air contaminant emissions. 

2. A rule for specifying priority criteria for processing air 
contaminant discharge permits for air contaminant sources 
located in a limited airshed is urgently needed to provide the 
Department with an equitable and legal basis for approving, 
denying, modifying or revoking air contaminant discharge 
permits. 

The general thrust of the proposed priority criteria rule was to 
require the Department to act on permit applications in the order that 
they are determined complete for processing. 
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At the March 28, 1975 EQC meeting, the Port of Portland, City of 
Portland and Multnomah County indicated they wished adoption of the 
priority criteria rule to be delayed to give time for thorough review 
and preparation of recommendations. After consideration of this 
testimony and that relatively few new air contaminant discharge permit 
applications were pending, the EQC decided that adoption of the priority 
criteria rule was not needed on an emergency basis. Authorization was 
given to the Director at this meeting to proceed to conduct necessary 
hearings in a timely manner to establish the priority criteria rule as a 
permanent rule of the Department. 

Subsequent to the March 28, 1975 EQC meeting, written comment on 
the proposed priority criteria rule was submitted by International Paper 
Company. Discussions were also held with the Port of Portland, who 
indicated they would coordinate review and response with the City of 
Portland and Multnomah County. 

The Department has considered comments made by International Paper 
Company and the Port of Portland and has drafted a slightly modified 
version of the priority criteria rule for consideration at this public 
hearing (see Attachment B). Proposed further revisions drafted since 
the public hearing notice was issued on May 28, 1975 are also shown. 
These proposed revisions are generally for improving clarity of the rule. 

Discussion 

International Paper Company in their April 9, 1975 letter (see 
Attachment C) indicated that the determination of whether a permit 
application is complete for processing should not be left with the 
Director and cited the example that, "There is no limit to the amount of 
data that the Director may ask an applicant to supply." 

OAR Chapter 340, Section 14-020 (14) currently requires the Director 
to determine when a permit application is complete for processing and to 
do otherwise would be impractical. International Paper's point is well 
taken and the Department believes that a permit applicant should have an 
appeal route if the applicant feels his application is complete for 
processing prior to the Director making such determination. In such 
case, allowing the applicant to request a hearing before the EQC would 
seem to be a reasonable approach to resolve the issue. Section 33-020 
( 2) has been added to the proposed priority criteria rule to a 11 ow for 
a hearing before the Environmental Quality Commission. 

International Paper suggested that a construction schedule be 
made a firm requirement of the proposed rule and that increments of 
progress be required as part of the schedule. The Department agrees 
that a construction schedule should be required in all cases and Section 
33-025 of the proposed rule has been so modified. The Department 
believes that increments of progress are implied in the context of a 
construction schedule and no special mention of this in the rule is 
necessary. 
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International Paper further suggested that a list of limited 
airsheds should be published regularly. The Department believes it has 
a firm responsibility to keep the public fully informed of airshed 
capacities. The Department believes this responsibility is or will be 
adequately carried out by state clean air plans, air quality maintenance 
plans, reports on proposed permits for significant air contaminant 
sources, special significant deterioration rules and special rules such 
as the Interim Policy which affects the Portland Metropolitan Area. 
Closer coordination and information exchange with respect to airshed 
capacities, particularly with planning agencies is expected in the near 
future when planning agencies will have to provide actual work input to 
the Department for development of air quality maintenance plans and area 
reclassification documents (required by significant deterioration 
rules). 

Finally, International Paper requested that permit applications be 
received until airshed capacity is exhausted by facilities actually 
under construction. The Department believes the proposed rule allows 
for this. However, in such circumstances, the Department would still 
have the flexibility once the application is complete for processing, to 
deny the permit (in cases where additional airshed capacity is 
concluded to be unattainable) or, condition the permit allowing con­
struction to commence only after additional airshed capacity has been 
obtained. 

The Port of Portland has given the Department its comments on the 
proposed rule (see Attachment D) along with some general comments made 
by representatives of the City of Portland and Multnomah County. In 
general, the three government bodies wish that the priority criteria not 
be limited to consideration of the applications in the order they are 
determined complete for processing, but be broadened to include: 

l. Consideration of community benefits. 
2. Preferential treatment for existing industries. 

While these factors are understandably paramount concerns for the 
community, the Department still believes that consideration of these 
factors in air contaminant discharge permit priority issuance is beyond 
the jurisdiction and authority of the Department. It is believed 
consideration of such factors is within authority of appropriate plan­
ning agencies and local government units and should be considered at 
this level. 

The Port of Portland's own stated policy in Attachment D provides, 
"for preferential treatment for growth of maritime activity and expans.ion 
needs of existing industries,'' is an example of the mechanisms available 
for other government entities to prescreen potential new air contaminant 
sources before the Department receives a permit application. 
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The Port of Portland also expressed concern that existing industries 
may not be reissued a permit if a sale or exchange of a facility occurred. 
The Department believes there is no cause for concern as the priority 
criteria rule would not apply in the case of sale or exchange provided 
a new permit modification is filed by the new owner within 60 days 
of the sale or exchange and unless an existing facility were to be 
expanded as part of the sale or exchange, in which case the priority 
criteria would apply only to the expanded portion of the facility. 

Finally, the Port expressed concern about the length of the con­
struction schedule (18 month maximum allowed to commence construction 
with possibility of 12 month extensions by the EQC) and cited an example 
of a nonviable industry causing lengthy delays to a viable industry who 
is seeking a permit. The permit revocation provisions of the priority 
criteria rule (Section 33-040) allows revocation of a permit after 
public hearing if construction schedules are not adhered to, or, at any 
time the project is determined no longer viable. This provision should 
fully satisfy the Port's concern. The revocation section has been cited 
by some as a threat to obtaining financial committments for a project. 
However, the need for this section is demonstrated by the Port's concern. 

Conclusions 

1. A rule for specifying priority criteria for processing air contaminant 
discharge permits for air contaminant sources located in a limited 
airshed is needed to provide the Department with an equitable legal 
basis for approving, denying, modifying or revoking air contaminant 
discharge permits. 

2. Considering community benefit factors as a priority criteria for 
issuing air contaminant discharge permits is considered beyond the 
jurisdiction of the Department, but within the jurisdiction of 
planning and other governmental agencies. 

3. Prescreening of proposed new air contaminant sources for desirable 
community benefits by appropriate governmental units should be 
feasible provided complete and prompt dissemination of airshed 
capacity information is made by the Department. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission adopt the 
attached proposed rule, Priority Criteria for Approval, Denial, 
Modification, or Revocation of Air Contaminant Discharge Permits 
for Air Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed (Attachment B) 
as a permanent rule of the Department . 

JFK: cs 
6/11 /75 
Attachments 

. d~·~·-J '"''"-0~~~~~~·~ 
Director 

A. Agenda Item No. 5, March 28, 1975, EQC Meeting 
B. Proposed Rule 
C. International Paper Company letter, April 9, 1975 
D. Port of Portland letter, May 30, 1975 
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Attachment A 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 "' Telephone (503) 229-569(5 

TO: Environmental Quality Commission 

FROM: Director 

SUBJECT: Agenda Item No. F, March 28, 1975, EQC Meeting 

Background 

Proposed Adoption of Temporary Rule - Priority 
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or 
Revocation of the Air Contaminant Discharge 
Permits for Air Contaminant Sources Located in 
a Limited Airshed 

At the February 28, 1975 meeting the EQC directed 
the Department to evaluate the need for adoption of a 
rule containing priority criteria for processing air 
permits for new or expanded air contamination sources 
especially in areas where more than one potential source 
may be competing for the same limited airshed capacity. 

The Department and EQC have, in recent times, become 
more acutely aware of the fact that airsheds in many por­
tions of the State have reached, or are close to reaching 
their assimilative capacity for certain air contaminant 
emissions. This renewed sense of awareness has been 
brought about by: 

1. Preliminary analysis of air quality data and 
projection of future trends in air quality 
(as first steps in development of ten-year 
air quality maintenance plans) which indicated 
potential non-compliance with applicable air 
quality standards in certain portions of the 
state. 

2. Projected large air emission increases in the 
Portland Metropolitan Area due to proposed 
abnormal industrial growth. 
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3. Adoption of stringent national and state air 
quality standards. 

4. Adoption of national significant air quality 
deterioration limits. 

Air Shed Management Problems 

Air emission ceilings have already been established 
by the EQC when the Rule Criteria for Approval of New or 
Expanded Air Emission Sources in the Portland Metropolitan 
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area was adopted on 
October 25, 1974. Air Contaminant permits issued in con­
formance with this Rule have already used a major portion 
of the allowable emission increases. 

The Department has also processed and issued air 
permits for new air contaminant sources in other parts 
of the State which allow use of nearly all, or all, of 
the allowable air quality deterioration limits (i.e., the 
Charter Energy, Inc. oil refinery near St. Helens). 

With airsheds at, or near capacity and control pro­
grams to make room for future growth still in development 
stages, the question has arisen many times of late as to 
how the Department will equitably allocate remaining air­
shed capacity to future permit applicants. Even more of 
a question has been raised as to how allocations will be 
made in cases where there are applications for more emis­
sions than there is available airshed capacity. Finally, 
concern has been raised as to how long a permittee may 
hold rights to an air emission allocation while deciding 
whether to construct an approved project. 

The Department has, to some extent, faced all of 
these questions and problems in administration of the 
Special Air Quality Maintenance Area Rule. The Depart­
ment has attempted to cope with these problems by pro­
cessing permits in the order they are determined to be 
complete for processing and by incorporating construction 
schedules in certain air contaminant discharge permits. 
Special permit conditions have been written to allow 
modification or revocation of a permit if the construc­
tion schedule is not adhered to (as in the case of 
permits issued to Columbia Independent Refinery, Inc. 
and Charter Energy Company). Complete criteria for 
enforcing these special requirements has not, however, 
been established by the Department in rule form. 

Development of Priority Criteria Rule 

It has become increasingly apparent that priority 
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criteria for processing air permits for sources in a 
limited airshed is urgently needed in rule form to: 

A. Insure equitable and legal treatment of all 
air permit applicants and permittees. 

B. Provide definitive guidelines to the Depart­
ment for allocating remaining airshed capacity. 

C. Specifically identify the Department's regu­
latory authority in matters of air emission 
allocations. 

The urgent need for a rule specifying priority 
criteria for processing permits for new or expanded 
air contaminant sources is further supported in light 
of: 

A. Rapidly decreasing airshed capacity in many 
areas of the State. 

B. Several pending permit applications. 

c. Questionable viability of proposed new or 
expanded air contaminant sources which have 
been or are about to be issued permits 
(i.e., Portland Steel Mills fjjermit issueq]. 
Oregon Steel Mills and Pennwalt expansions 
fPermits pending issuanc~), 

The Department has drafted a proposed rule specify­
ing priority criteria for approval, denial, modification 

' or revocation of air contaminant discharge permits for 
air contaminant sources located in a limited airshed 
(see Attachment A). The thrust of this proposed rule 
is to identify the priority criteria legally available 
to the Department in processing permits in cases where 
limited airshed capacity significantly restricts allow­
able emission increases (and for all practicable purposes 
restricts growth) 

Discussion 

The most significant items in the drafted priority 
criteria rule include requiring permits to be issued in 
the order that applicants are considered "complete for 
processing" (defined in the draft rule) . Other socio­
economic criteria such as employment and tax benefits 
to the community attributable to new air emission sources 
are considered beyond the 'jurisdictional consideration 
of the Department. However, since these matters have 
repeatedly been brought up at hearings for new source 
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air contaminant discharge permits, it is hoped that 
local government officials, planning agencies, port 
commissions and other responsible groups will be more 
cognizant of limited airshed capacity and prescreen 
potential new air emission sources before they are 
brought to the Department for action. 

Other significant items in the draft rule include 
requirements for inclusion of a construction schedule 
in applicable permits and required adherence to this 
schedule. A reasonable time period to "commence con­
struction" is required to be part of the construction 
schedule. A maximum 18 month period from issuance of 
the permit to commencing construction is proposed. Com­
mencing construction has been defined using identical 
wording contained in the EPA Prevention of Significant 
Air Quality Deterioration Rule. 

Criteria for Permit Denial, Modification or Revo­
cation have also been included in the draft rule. 
Criteria and authorization to modify or revoke permits 
are deemed necessary to allow reallocation of emissions 
from projects which, have been issued permits but have 
become nonviable at a later date. 

Conclusions 

1. Many areas of the State have reached, or are 
close to reaching assimilative capacity for 
certain air contaminant emissions. 

2. Commencing construction of certain new air 
contaminant sources in the limited Portland 
Metropolitan airshed is now considered ques­
tionable due to economic or other factors 
despite the fact that air contaminant dis­
charge permits have or are about to be issued 
to these sources. 

3. A rule for specifying priority criteria for 
processing air contaminant discharge permits 
for air contaminant sources located in a 
limited airshed is urgently needed to provide 
the Department with an equitable and legal 
basis for approving, denying, modifying, or 
revoking air contaminant discharge permits. 

Director's Recommendation 

In light of the urgent need for adoption of a rule 
containing priority criteria for processing air contam-
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inant discharge permits for new or expanded air con­
taminant sources located in limited airsheds, it is 
the Director's recommendation that the Commission act 
as follows: 

1. Find that failure to act promptly will result 
in serious prejudice to the public interest 
for the specific reason that without such rule 
equitable, legal allocation of limited airshed 
capacity will be substantially impaired. 

2. Adopt Attachment A as a temporary rule to be­
come effective immediately upon filing with 
the Secretary of State, and 

3. Authorize the Director to conduct necessary 
hearings within the 120-d-ay time limit of the 
temporary rule to establish the priority 
criteria as a permanent rule of the Department. 

Attachment A 

JFK:cm 
3/19/75 

/ ;I /J 
K .. ~J·; L.<:_,,~--~- ---

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



Proposed additions of 6/11/75 underlined 
and deletions [bracketed] 

(PROPOSED) 

DIVISION I II 

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL STANDARDS 
FOR AIR PURITY AND QUALITY 

Subdivision [3] I 

Attachment B 

PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL, DENIAL, MODIFICATION OR 
REVOCATION OF AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS FOR AIR 

CONTAMINANT SOURCES LOCATED IN A LIMITED AIRSHED 

33-005 PURPOSE. The purpose of this subdivision is to provide 

criteria for the Department to follow in reviewing and acting on air 

contaminant discharge permit applications and permits for new or ex-

panded air contaminant sources located in a limited airshed to insure 

that equitable treatment is given to the permittee, or potential per-

mi ttee. 

33-010 DEFINITIONS. As used in this subdivision, unless otherwise 

required by context: 

(1) "Airshed" means an area of the State _<l2 determined by _:the 

Department where air emissions from an air contaminant emiss"ion source 

or sources causes or would [tend to] cause significant air quality 

impact[.] such _<l2 but not limited to the Oregon portion of the Portland-

Vancouver Air Quality Maintenance Area. 

(2) "Construction" means fabrication, erection, or installation of 

an affected facility[.] for which an air contam·i nant di scharg_e_ p_~rniJ 

has been issued by the Department. 

(3) "Commenced" means that an owner or operator has undertaken a 

continuous program of construction or modification, or that an owner or 

operator has entered into a binding agreement or contractual obligation 

to undertake and complete, within a reasonable time, a continuous 

program of construction or modification. 
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(4) "Complete for Processing" means all information requested of 

the permit applicant has been received by the Department or necessary 

fact-finding measures deemed necessary by the Director are complete as 

. defined in Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) Chapter 340, Division I, 

Subdivision 4, Section 14-020. 

(5) "Deterioration Limits" means allowable increase in air pollutant 

concentrations over baseline air quality as defined in the Federal 

Register, Volume 39, No. 235, dated December 5, 1974. 

(6) ''New or Expanded·Air Contaminant Source'' means an air con­

tamination source, as defined in ORS 468.275, whose construction, 

installation, establishment, development, modification, or enlargement 

is authorized by the Department after the effective date of this reg­

ulation. 

33-015 APPLICABILITY. Provisions of this subdivision shall 

apply to air contaminant sources for which permits to construct and 

operate new or expanded facilities have not been issued as of the 

effective date of this regulation, and, ~ determined by the Department, 

in: 

(1) Any area of the State where specific allowable air emission 

increases or air emission ceilings have been identified. 

(2) Any area of the State where applicable air quality standards 

or deterioration limits restrict air emission increases. 

(3) Any area of the State where air emissions may threaten public 

health or welfare. 
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33-020 CRITERIA. 

(l) In reviewing applications for air contaminant discharge per­

mits for new or expanded air contaminant sources located in areas in 

which this regulation is applicable, the Department shall determine 

whether the air contaminant emissions from the source can be accom­

modated in the airshed and shall, when it is determined that issuance of 

a permit for a proposed faci ·1 i ty may preclude issuance of a permit for 

other facilities in the foreseeable future, issue such permits to permit 

applicants in the order that app l i cations are co.ns i dered complete for 

processing and only to the extent that air emissions would not con­

stitute cause for permit denial in accordance with Section 33-030. 

(2) If the permit applicant believes his application is complete 

for processing prior to the Department making such determinat"ion, the 

applicant may request a hearing before the Commission. Such a request 

for hearing sha 11 be made in writing to the Di rector. If the Cammi ssi on 

finds that the application was complete for processing at the time the 

applicant requested the hearing, then the application will be considered 

complete for processing as of the date of the request for hearing for 

the purpose of permit issuance criteria in Subsection (1) of this 

Section. 

33-025 CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE REQUIREMENT. In the case where the 

Department determines that a new or expanded source may use a signifcunt 

portion of the airshed and that issuance of a permit for the proposed 

facility may preclude issuance of a permit for other facilities in the 

future, the Department [may:] shall: 

(1) Require a construction schedule from the permit applicant. 

(2) Incorporate this schedule in the applicant's air contaminant 

discharge permit. 
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(3) Require adherence to this construction schedule. 

The construction schedule shall include a date when construction will be 

commenced. This date shall be based on a reasonable time for commencing 

construction of the project considering the magnitude of the project and 

other relevant facts; but in no case, shall the date for commencing 

construction exceed eighteen (18) months frmn the date of issuance of 

the permit. 

33-030 PERMIT DENIAL. The Department may deny issuance of an 

air contaminant discharge permit for a new or expanded source if air 

emissions will: 

( l ) Cause 

(2) Cause 

(3) Cause 

(4) Cause 

welfare. 

33-035 

applicable air quality standards to be exceeded. 

applicable deterioration limits to be exceeded. 

any area emission rule to be exceeded. 

air quality impact which may threaten public health or 

PERMIT MODIFICATION. The Department may modify the 

construction schedule required in Section 33-025 only after Public 

Hearing and upon presentation of facts that the project is still viable. 

Such modification shall not exceed a twelve (12) month period. 

33-040 PERMIT REVOCATION. The Department may revoke an air 

contaminant discharge permit after Public Hearing if the construction 

schedule required in Section 33-025 is not adhered to or [it is determined] 

if the Environmental Quality Commission determines at any time that the 

project is no longer viable. 

June 11, 1975 



Attachment C 

INTERNATIONAL PAPER COMPANY 

LONG- BELL DIVISION 

BOX 579, LONGVIEW, WASHINGTON 98632, PHONE (206) 423-2110 

April 9, 197 5 

Environmental Quality Commission 
1234 S. W. Morrison Street 
Portland, OR 97205 

Dear Sirs: 

State of Oregon 
DEPARTMENT Of ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

[ffi rg @ rg ~ w rn illl 
APR 11 1915 

OFJ'ICE OF 1'.HE DIRECTOR 

The following commentary pertains to the proposed· temporary rule for "priority 
Criteria for Approval, Denial, Modification or Revocation of the Air Contaminant 
Discharge Permits for Air Contaminant Sources Located in a Limited Airshed." 

33-010(4) 

The determination of whether or not a particular application is "complete for 
processing" should not be left to the discretion of the Director. There is no 
limit to the amount of data the Director may ask the applicant to supply. This 
could be used as a delay tactic to exclude certain industry which has a legal 
right to the airshed on a priority basis but which meets with the disfavor of 
the Director, the Commission or various other persons or public agencies which 
could use the "complete for processing" criter:ion to attempt to exclude these 
sources. 

A more equitable solution is to assign priorities on the basis of the order of 
receipt by the Department of specially designed application forms completed by 

, the applicant. These forms would be developed by the Department for the dual 
(and only) purposes of establishing the seriousness of an applicant's commit-

1;::.ment to construct and to obtain data on the expected air emissions from the 
source. Once the application form has been received and the applicant's 
priority assured, additional information can be requested to complete the 
processing. 

3,3-025 

The first paragraph ending with " ... the Department may:" should be changed to 
read " ... the Department shall:." The construction schedule is an important 
and integral part of the priority process and is necessary to prevent specu­
lative airshed appropriating by applicants. 
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Another paragraph should be added requiring that the construction schedule 
contain incremented reports of progress so that the Department and potential 
applicants can be kept informed of progress. 

General 

A list of "Limited Airsheds" and data indicating their status should be 
published on a regular basis by the Department. 

A statement should be added requiring the Department to accept and process 
all applications received until the airshed capacity is exhausted by facilities 
actually under construction. This will allow applicants to apply without having 
to wait 18 to 30 months while previous applicants decide whether or not to 
actually begin construction. 

The priority establishing process should be incorporated into any 
existing legislation aimed at streamlining permitting procedures. 
one such bill is presently under consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

/.j ' ,/) 

,_(L.•GGf·I (/ · 

OLIVER A. FICK 

pending or 
At least 

Coordinator, Environmental Services 

OAF:md 

cc: W. P. Miller 
R. S. Pardo 



May 30, 1975 

Mr. Johricy~wa l czy k 
Chief/e"fiifechnical Services 
Depar'tment of Environmental 
1234 S.W. Morrison Street 
Portland, Oregon 

State or Urego11 
0 t:PARfMENT OF ENV!ROl~Mt.NTAL QUAU:--1 

\0) ~ fr) .15 n \~ !~ rfJ 
Ll\J JUN~ 1915 ... 

AIR QUALITY CONTROL 

Quality 

PROPOSED ADOPTION OF TEMPORARY RULE - PRIORITY CRITERIA 
FOR AIR CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS 

Attachment D 

Dox :1S2~J l"orlland, Orcqon 97208 

5U'.3/231-BTJ1 

TV\/>\: '.:ll0-41:l,l-01SI 

The Port has reviewed and supports the idea of a priority criteria; 
however, the Port believes the following items should be considered 
before the proposed rule is adopted. 

e Assessment of community benefits 
• Support of existing industry 
o Viability of applicants 

If the EQC adopts the rule as proposed, consideration of community 
benefits such as employment influence and linkage industries may not 
be fully explored. In the written discussion of the proposed rule to 
the EQC the Department hopes that, "· .. responsible groups will be 
more cognizant of limited airshed capacity and prescreen potential 
new air emission sources ... " Since the proposed rule essentially 
requires the Department to issue permits on a first come, first served 
basis, the consideration of community benefits may not be accomplished. 

Port of Portland pol icy provides for preferential treatment for growth 
in maritime activity and expansion needs of existing industries. The 
criteria proposed by the Department should also encourage enhancement 
of existing activities and industries. 

In addition, present Department regulations require revocation of per­
mits upon sale or exchange of the permitted facilities. To assure 
marketability, an existing facility should be able to guarantee a 
reissuance of a permit to a new owner upon sale or exchange of the 
facility. This assurance should be provided under the proposed rule, 
but it should be contingent upon establishment of highest and best 
emission controls at the facility. 



Mr. John l\owa 1 czyk 
May 30, 1975 
Page 2 

The criteria as proposed puts the incentive on completing an appl ica­
tion and receiving a permit. The emphasis should be on an organized 
and well planned project. The inclusion of a construction schedule 
does monitor the viability of a project, however, allowing up to 18 
months and a possibility of 30 months for initiation of construction 
is too long. This pol icy could result in over a two-year delay for 
an industry which is making a good faith effort because airshed capa­
city has been committed to a non-viable source. 

A copy of this letter and a request to meet jointly to discuss the 
short- and long-term impact of the proposed rule has been forwarded 
to the City and County. 

Thank you for the opportunity to make comments, and if you have any 
questions, please contact me. 

Clifford Hudsick 
Planning Manager 

Pl 6E 



Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

6, A. McPHllllPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dillies 

!<ESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET <i> PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

MEMORANDUM 

To: Environmental Quality Commission 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item G, June 27, 1975,EQC Meeting 

Bae kg round 
Two recently enacted Bills, SB 297 which is now Chapter 167, 

Oregon Laws 1975, and SB 34, Chapter 309, Oregon Laws 1975, are now 
in effect and require early adoption of administrative rules for 
implementation of certain provisions contained therein. 

SB 297 authorizes the Commission to increase greatly the fees 
charged for construction or installation permits and for site 
evaluation reports. Under the new law the construction permit fee 
\~hich is. now $50 can be increased to $100 and the site evaluation 
fee wh.ich is now $25 can be increased to $75. As in the previous 
law the site evaluation fee is a part of or applies toward the 
construction fee. The present alteration, repair or extension fee 
of $15 can be increased to $25. The $100 sewage disposal service 
business license is to remain unchanged. These changes were approved 
by the Legi s 1 ature in response to the requests of certain counties 
for 1 arger fees in order to finance ll)Ore adequately their program 
cos ts. The maxi mum fees a 11 owed under this .new 1 aw have a 1 so been 
approved by the Department's Citizens' Task Force (CTF)' and the 
Department's appropriation bill for the 1975-1977 biennium asap­
proved by the Legislature is based on charging the maximum amounts. 

,1' I 
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SB 297 also provides that counties performing the subsurface 
program by contract with the Department may, if they so desire, 
request of the Commission the authority to charge fees less than 
the maximum if they can demonstrate the ability to finance their 
programs with lower fees. 

SB 34 provides that the Commission may grant variances from 
the particular requirements of any rule or standard pertaining to 
subsurface sewage disposal under such conditions as it may consider 
necessary to protect the public health and welfare and to protect 
the waters of the state. The Commission is required to delegate 
the power to grant variances to special variance officers appointed 
by the Director. A maximum fee of $150 can be charged each applicant 
for a variance. Counties may enter into agreements with the Department 
to perform the variance duties. 

SB 297 also contains a provision which allows the Commission 
to adopt rules for subsurface sewage disposal that may vary in 
different areas or regions of the state in order to take advantage 
of differences in local conditions. 

There are two other sections of the existing rules pertaining 
to subsurface sewage disposal which need to be considered further 
at this time. One of them pertains to prior approvals and the other 
to the minimum required setback from intermittent streams. At the 
May 23, 1975 Commission meeting the deadline date for applications 
for permits based on prior approval was changed from July 1, 1975 
to September l, 1975 and the date for completion of the installation 
of the systems under prior approval permits was changed from July 1, 
1976 to September 1, 1976. The proposal that the minimum required 
setback from intermittent streams be changed from 100 feet to 50 
feet was not acted on at the May 23rd Commission meeting. 

Conclusions 
1. It is necessary that the present rules (Sections 72-010 

and 72-020) be amended by the Commission so as to conform to the 
changes made by the 1975 Legislature in ORS 454.745 with regard to 
increased fees and the requirement that governmental units which 
were previously exempt now be charged fees under this program. The 
proposed rule changes are contained in Item A of Attachment 1. In 
conformance with the Department's appropriation bill approved by the 
Legislature for the '75-'77 biennium the increased fees need to 
become effective July 1, 1975. 

2. Pursuant to the provisions of SB 34 (Chapter 309, Oregon 
Laws 1975) which become effective on June 12, 1975 it is necessary 
that rules be adopted to establish criteria for the granting of 
variances, the appointment of variance officers, the submission of 
applications and the charging of fees. The proposed rules are contained 
in Attachment 2. 
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3. Pursuant to authority granted in Section 2 of SB 297, which 
became effective on May 19, 1975, it is advisable that regional rules 
be adopted to permit installation of subsurface sewage disposal systems 
in low rainfall areas where certain types of soils exist over shallow 
restrictive or impervious layers. Observations of systems previously 
installed under such conditions have indicated that with certain 
modifications they can be expected to operate satisfactorily. The 
proposed rules are contained in Attachment 3. 

4. It has been determined that the required setback of sub­
surface systems from intermittent streams can be reduced from 100 feet 
to 50 feet without causing water pollution or creating a health hazard. 
This change will permit the development of certain parcels or lots 
which are not large enough to meet the present requirements. The 
change in this rule needs to be approved without delay in order to 
take advantage of the current building season. The proposed rule 
change is contained in Item B of Attachment 1. 

5. It is the conclusion of the Department that the deadlines 
for prior approval permits and completion of construction adopted 
by the Commission on May 23, 1975, namely September 1, 1975 and 
September 1, 1976, respectively, should not be further extended. 
With the adoption by September 1, 1975 as mandated in SB 297 of 
alternative systems rules and the proposed adoption at this meeting 
of provisions for granting of variances pursuant to SB 34 there 
should no longer be any compelling reason for granting of permits 
based on prior approvals. It is recommended, however, that the 
present rule be amended to allow prior approval construction permits 
to be transferable during the life of the permit. This, for example, 
would allow a developer who had obtained a prior approval permit 
to transfer it to a new buyer before the deadline date. This proposed 
rule change is contained in Item C of Attachment 1. 

6. Failure to act promptly in the adoption of rules pertaining 
to the aforementioned items will result in serious prejudice to the 
public interest for the specific reasons that the Department will 
be without authority to collect fees in the amounts directed by 
the Legislature and without proper criteria or standards for the 
granting of variances as authorized by legislative action, property 
owners in low rainfall areas with certain soil conditions or with 
small lots adjacent to intermittent streams will be prevented or 
unduly delayed in developing their properties, and the transfer 
of prior approval permits will be prohibited. Pursuant to ORS 
183.335(2) the Commission may adopt temporary rules to be effective 
immediately upon filing with the Secretary of State and for a period 
of 120 days thereafter. 
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Recommendations 
It is the Director's recommendation that the Commission take 

the following actions: 

1. Enter a finding that failure to act promptly in the above 
matters will result in serious prejudice to the public 
interest for the specific reasons stated above, and 

2. Adopt the proposals contained in attachments 1, 2 and 3 
as temporary rules to be filed immediately with the 
Secretary of State and to become effective on July 1, 
197 5. 

KHS:vt 
6/10/ 75 
Attachments 1 , 2 and 3 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Di rector 



Item A 
72-010(1) 

Attachment 1 

Proposed 
Temporary Rules 

Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340 
Division 7 

Delete the fee table and substitute the following: 
"Subsurface or Alternative Sewage Disposal System 
Construction Installation Permit [$50] 
Alteration Permit [$15] 
Repair Permit [$15] 
Extension Permit [$15] 
Sewage Disposal Service Business License $100" 

Fee 
$100 

$ 25 

$ 25 

$ 25 

72-010(2) Delete the entire subsection. Renumber 72-010(3) as 72-010(2). 

72-020(1) Evaluation Fees - Delete "$25" and substitute "$75". 

72-020(2) Delete the entire subsection. 

Item B 

Substitute a new subsection 72-020(2) to read as follows: 

"A twenty-five dollar ($25) fee shall be charaed for renewal 
of an expired permit issued under ORS 454.655:" 

71-020(2) Table of minimum separation distances. In subsection (c) of the 
table delete the following: 

Item C 

"or intermittent streams including groundwater interceptors 
and cut banks or ditches which intercept groundwater". 

Add a new subsection (g) to read as follows: 
"(g) Intermittent streams including groundwater interceptors 

and cut banks or ditches which intercept groundwater" 

Sewage Disposal 
Area 

"50 ft." 

Septic Tanks and 
Other Treatment Uni ts. 

"50 ft." 

71-015(8) At the end of this subsection add the following sentence: 
"Construction permits issued under this subsection 
are transferrable during the life of the permit''. 



(Proposed) Attachment 2 

Rules Pertaining, to Gran ti ri_g_ of Variances 

I.· DEFINITIONS. Definitions contained in OAR Chapter 340 71-010 shall apply 

as applicable. 

I I. VARIANCES AUTHORIZED. Pursuant to authority granted by the Cammi ss ion 

under the provisions of Chapter 309, Oregon Laws 1975, a special variance 

officer may grant specif·ic variances from the particular requirements of 

the rules or standards pertaining to subsurface sewage disposal systems 

if he finds that: 

(1) The subsurface sewage disposal system will function in a satisfactory 

manner so as not to create a, pubTlc .health hazard, or to cause water 

po 11 uti on; and 

(2) Special physical conditions exist which render strict compliance un­

reasonable, burdensome or impractical. 

III. VARIANCES PROHIBITED. 

No variance shall be granted for any parcel or lot that contains an area 

suitable for installation of a subsurface system that would comply with 

OAR 71~020 to 71-03(;, 

IV. VARIANCE CRITERIA. Variances may be granted where: 

(1) Depth to impervious layer is less than thirty-six (36) inches. 

(2) Depth to restrictive layer is less than thirty (30) inches. 

(3) Depth to temporarily perched water is less than twenty-four (24) 

inches. 

(4) The permanently perched water or permanent water table would be less 

than four (4) feet belov1 the bottom of the absorption faci 1 ity's 

effective sidewall. 

( 5) Slopes exceed tlventy-fi ve ( 25) percent. 

(6) Depth to coarse grafo material is less than thirty-six (36) inches. 

(7) Minimum separation distances would be less than those specified 

in OAR 71-020(2). 

(8) Cuts or fills exist. 

V. VARIANCE OFFICERS 

(1) Variances may be granted only by special variance officers appointed 

by the director. 

(2) To be appointed as ''Acting Variance Officer'' an individual must: 

(a) Be a sanitarian registered under the provisions of ORS 700.020, 

unless othervri se qua 1 i f·i ed under ORS 700. 025; 

(b) Have three (3) years full time experience in subsurface se1vage 

disposal methods since January 1, 1970; one year of which shall 



\ 
have been in Oregon since January 1, 1974; and 

(c) Have attended one or more seminars, workshops or short courses 

pertaining to soils and their relationship to subsurface sewage 

disposal. 
(3) To be appointed "Variance Officer" an individual must in addition to 

the above requirements complete a course for variance officers developed, 

sponsored and conducted by the Department and Oregon State University. 
(4) Counties having in effect an agreement with the Department pursuant to 

ORS 454.725 to perform the duties of the Deparbnent under ORS 454.635, 
454.655, 454.665 and 454.695 may request an agreement to perform the 
variance duties of the Department within that county. In case of such 
request, the county governing body shall submit for consideratfon of 
the director the name and credentials of the individual proposed for ap­
pointment as variance officer. 

VI. APPLICATIONS 
Applications shall be made to the Department or agreement county as appropriate. 
Each applicatfon shall be accompanied by a site evaluation denial, unless 
waived by the variance officer, and by plans and specifications for the pro­
posed system for v1hich a variance is being requested. Each request for a 
variance shall be heard by the appropriate variance officer within thirty 
(30) days after the date on which a completed application is received. A 
decision shall be made in writing by the variance officer v1ithin forty-
five (45) days after completion of the hearing on the variance request. 
If the variance is granted the variance officer shall set forth the specifi­
cations, conditions and location of the proposed system. The variance shall 
run with the land. Each request for a variance shall be heard in the county 
within which the parcel of real property descr-ibed in the request is located. 
The burden of presenting the supportive facts s ha 11 be the res pons ·i bi 1 i ty 
of the applicant. 

VII. FEES 
To.meet administrative expenses of hearings, a nonrefundable fee of one 
hundred and fifty ( 150) do 11 ars shall accompany each app 1 i ca ti on for a 
variance to be acted upon by the Department. The Department shall disburse 
twenty-five (25) dollars of the variance fee to counties under agreement 
pursuant to ORS 454.725. Such counties shall issue construction permits, 
perform final inspection of installed systems and issue Certificates of 
Satisfactory Completion in cases 1vhere variances are granted .. Fees sub-··· 
mitted with applications to counties under agreement to perform variance 

-2-



duties shall be in accordance with the fee schedule established by the 
county, not to exceed one hundred and fifty (150) dollars per application. 
Fees collected by a county with a variance agreement may be retained by 
that county to meet administrative expenses of hearings. 

VI U. HEARINGS 
The variance officer shall hold a public information type hearing on each 
application for a variance at which time the variance officer will receive 
pertinent testimony from any interested person. The variance officer may 
visit the site of the proposed system if he deems it necessary to his 
reaching a decision. 

IX. APPEALS 
Decisions of the variance officer to grant a variance may be appealed to 
the En vi ronmenta 1 Qua 1 Hy Comm·i ss ion. A decision of the variance officer 
to deny a variance is final and not subject to administrative appeal. 

X. INSPECTION OF INSTALLED SYSTEM 
Each system installed as a result of a variance shall be inspected by the 
Department or by the county in counties under agreement pursuant to ORS 
454.725. Systems found to be in compliance with the prov·isions of the 
construction permit and the conditions imposed therein shall be issued a 
certificate of satisfactory completion. 
Systems failing to comply with the provisions of the construction permit 
and the conditions imposed therein shall not be operated or used until 
a certificate of satisfactory completion is issued. 

XI. ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 
The Depa rtrnent may review a 11 records and files of vari a nee officers to 
determine compliance or noncomp l i a nee with the provisions of these rules. 

-3-



PROPOSED TEMPORARY 
GEOGRAPHIC REGION RULES 

Attachment 3 

I. DEFINITIONS (l) The definitions contained in ORS 454.605 and OAR 71-010 shall 
apply as applicable. 

(2) "Geographic Region Rule" - Means a subsurface sewage disposal rule that is appli­
cable to certain geographic regions of the state but not to the entire state, as 
authorized in ORS 454.615 (1). 

II. GEOGRAPHIC REGION RULE A. (1) In areas where the mean annual precipitation does 
not exceed twenty (20) inches subsurface sewage construction permits may be issued 
for parcels of land with shallow top soil provided: 

(a} A restrictive or impervious layer, or bedrock, is not less than eighteen (18) 
inches below the ground surface. 

(b) The soil is sand, loamy sand, sandy loam, loam, silt loam or silt (as defined in 
OAR 71-010 and as classified in soil textural classification chart) from the 
ground surface to the layer described in (a), or in areas where the mean annual 
precipitation does not exceed ten (10) inches the soil is sand, loamy sand, 
sandy loam, sandy clay loam, loam, clay loam, silt loam, silty clay loam or 
silt (as defined in OAR 71-010 and as classified in soil textural classifica­
tion chart) from the ground surface to the layer described in (a). 

(c) The slope of original ground surface does not exceed twelve percent (12%). 
(d) The disposal trench is installed so that its bottom is not less than six (6) 

inches above the layer described in (a) and a capping fill of the same type 
soil as found in the uppermost horizon is installed in accordance with designs 
contained in Diagram 1 attached. The capping fill shall provide at least twelve 
(12) inches of cover, after settling, over the top of the gravel in the disposal 
trench. The system shall be sized according to 30" to restrictive layer in the 
table in OAR Chapter 340 71-030 (minimum sidewall seepage area in square feet 
per 150 gallons daily waste flow determined from type of soil versus depth of 
restrictive layer). 

(e) The repair area shall not be disturbed. 
(f) Vegetation shall be removed from the original soil surface. 
(g) Serial distribution systems shall be used on original soil slopes of 3-12%. 

Where serial systems are used, the capping fill shall be sloped so as to extend 
a minimum of 25' downgrade from the lowest disposal trench. 

(h) With the exception of the requirements in this subsection all other conditions 
required by OAR Chapter 340 71-005 through 71-035 and appendices must be met. 

(2) Two (2) four (4) inch monitoring wells may be required and shall be placed within 
the capping fill down to the restrictive layer and extending four (4) inches above 
finished grade. 

June 10, 1975 
Revision 
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TOM McCALL 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET • PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 • Telephone (503) 229-5696 

Memorandum 

GRACE s. PHINNEY To: Environmental Quality Commission 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN L HALLocK From: Director 
Portland 

MoRRJsK.cRorH•Rs Subject: Agenda Item No. I, June 27, 1975, EQC Meeting 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 

i-·q 

Variance Request: Willamette Industries 
Sweet Home, Linn County, Oregon 

Background 

Willamette Industries, Sweet Home Division, applied to the Mid­
Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority (MWVAPA) for a variance from 
MWR 33-005 which prohibits open burning by industrial sources. Willamette 
Industries wishes to burn about 500 cubic yards of wood waste which has 
accumulated at their mill disposal site. The wood waste consists of 
demolition material and charred log remains which are contaminated with 
either metal hardware or rock and dirt debris. The demolition material 
is located on a bluff, while the log ends are located nearby in a low area. 

After conducting an inspection visit of the disposal site, the 
Regional Authority recommended that its Board deny the variance request. 
However, the Board granted the variance request at its June 10, 1975, 
meeting for a one-time burn and subject to certain requirements and limitations; 
the Regional Authority is now in agreement with the imposed limitations 
and restrictions. 

Copies of both the variance request from the Regional Authority and 
the Order Granting the Variance are attached. 

Discussion 

Field personnel from the MWVAPA conducted an inspection of the disposal 
site on May 20, 1975, with Mr. Chuck Russel of Willamette Industries. The 
Regional Authority concluded in their variance request report that: 

1. A majority of the material to be burned is demolition material, 
not sawmill residue. 
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2. The disposal site has been owned by Willamette Industries for many 
years and the wood waste has accumulated there over the past 
several years. 

3. No alternative methods of disposal, especially for the demolition 
debris, have been developed, despite knowledge about the prohibition 
on industrial burning. 

4. Part of the wood waste, the log remains, could be buried, as they 
are located in a low area. 

Based on these conclusions, the Regional Authority recommended denial 
of the variance request. Their chief concerns were: 

1. Demolition material should be disposed of in a landfill or by using 
a controlled combustion device, such as a Port-a-Pit incinerator, 
not by open burning. 

2. Considering the length of time that Willamette Industries has owned 
and managed the Sweet Home site, alternate means for disposing of the 
wood waste should have been developed. 

3. Finally, that by granting a variance for open burning this year, 
Willamette Industries might anticipate requesting and receiving an 
open burning variance for similar circumstances in the future. 

The Board found in their hearing that "other methods of disposal are 
not feasible or practical, and [that] if such piles of material are not 
disposed of [they] will constitute a fire hazard. The Board also concluded 
that therefore the variance could be granted on grounds that strict 
compliance with the rules of this Authority would be burdensome and 
impracti ca 1 . 

Conclusions: 

1. The Board of the Regional Authority (MWVAPA) approved a variance 
request from Willamette Industries for a one-time open burning of 
mill demolition material. 

2. The open burning will include only wood waste. 

3. The open burning is not expected to cause a violation of ambient 
air quality standards. 

4. The Regional Authority has some legitimate concerns, mainly that 
in the future Willamette Industries should consider alternatives 
to disposing the demolition debris by open burning and that granting 
this variance request does not encourage the company to anticipate 
another open burning variance for similar circumstances in the 
future. 
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5. The Environmental Quality Commission is empowered by ORS 468.345 
to grant this variance. 

Director's Recommendation 

It is the Director's recommendation that the Environmental Quality 
Commission approve the variance request granted by the Board of Directors 
of the Mid Willamette Valley Air Pollution Authority as submitted. 

The variance granted by the Board permits Willamette Industries, Inc., 
a one-time open burning of mill demolition material at their Sweet Home 
sawmill plant site in Linn County, Oregon, subject to the following 
requirements and limitations: 

l. The material shall be bunched into piles that can be 
burned safely and in a controlled manner. 

2. The piles shall be as free of dirt as possible. 

3. Auxiliary equipment such as fans shall be used so that 
combustion is essentially complete. 

4. Twenty-four hour surveillance of the fire shall be 
conducted with restacking accomplished when necessary. 

5. After disposal has begun at the site, burning shall be 
completed after three calendar days. 

Attachments 

AFB:6/19/75 



MID WILLAMETTE VALLEY 

MICHAEL D. ROACH 
Director 

I I I 
2585 STATE STREET I SALEM, OREGON 97301 I TELEPHONE AC 503 / 581 -1715 

June 16, 1975 

Kessler Cannon, Director 
Department of Environmental Quality 
1234 S.W. Morrison 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

State of Oregon 
DEP.~RTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

\0) ~ GB \Ii 0 \~ \Ii l]J 
.JU JUN 1 7 1975 

SUBJ: VARIANCE GRANTED BY THE MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY AIR POLLUTION 
AUTHORITY TO WILLAMETTE INDUSTRIES, SWEET HOME 

Dear Mr. Cannon: 

Pursuant to ORS 468.345, enclosed for your review is a copy of 
a variance granted to Willamette Industries on June 10, 1975 
to open burn wood demolition material at their Sweet Home plant. 
Also enclosed is a copy of the staff report concerning this 
variance request presented to the Authority's Board of Directors. 

If you have any questions on this matter, please do not hesitate 
to contact the Authority. 

Sincerely, 

David St. Louis 
Acting Interim Director 

DS/ls/023 

Encl. 

MEMBER COUNTIES: BENTON I LINN I MARION I POLK I YAMHILL 

100% RECYCLED PAPER 



BEFORE THE MID-WILLAMETTE VALLEY 
AIR POLLUTION AO'l'HORIT'l 

In the N•tt@r af thE! npplication ) 
for Variance ) 

) 
of ) 

) 
WILL\M.!:C'l'TE INNJST RIE:S, INC, ) 

O.RDER GRJ1NTING V;'.RU.NCE 

This mi'>tter cl'!me on regularly before the Eocir.c1 of .Cir.,ctora; 

of the Mic-1·;111amette Valley 2',ir Pollution .i1.uthority on June 10, 

1975 upon the 11pplication of Willamette Ini:'.lust:ri11111, Inc. for l'I 

vari<lnce from the Rule of this <'luthority prohibiting open burning, 

~ing MWR 33-005, 

The Boara h&ving co1:u1iclered the written rl!!port of its st<,ff 

~nr.'l the evidence, finds that the cond1t1ons of ORS 468,345 hc·v" 

be111n met in thE>t demolition materi'11 hl'lB Fccumulated for c' number 

Of ye[lrB nt the Sweet Home plAnt contiisting of timbers, pl11nr.:s 

l!''!ld simil,,,r clebris, 2ncl such m11tert?ls c2nnot be chipper'l or usea 

l!ls hog fuel c:;n<~ other methods of c'isposr•ble are not fcDE:.jble or 

practical, ~ncl if much piles o• m~terinl ~re not disposed or will 

constitute '' fire hPZl'rd, by r•Hiemn of which strict complii:ince with 

the rules of' this c.uthority woulcJ be burdensome cine> ir~pr;•·ctic<"l, 

Now Therefore, 

the Bo0nl ':s followc s 

Inelust.ries, Inc, for open burning of' mill rJemollti.on mc1 tr>rinJ 

At thei.r 2~;eet Home s1'1wmill plt·nt sJ.tl? in I.inn County, C1' gon, 

be ~nd th~ s~me hareby is gr~nte<J ~or ~ one-tjmo burning subjert 

to l:h<:? following requinime?nts rncl Umjtntiomn 



2, The pilee shnll be ~s free of cJil::t as pos5:l.ble. 

'.'l. .~,uidliciry equipment such as fcnl!I shall be used so that 

combustion is essentially complete. 

4. Twenty-four hour surveillance of the fire shall be 

conductea wi.th restacld.ng ;:iccomplished when necessary. 

5. .dter disposal has begun .;it the eitEI, bux:ning sh<ill be 

IT IS FURTHER ORDERED thvt 8 true copy of this order: tsh1'11 

bl!! forthwith filed with the Oregon Environmental Ci'Uality Commission 

and ~ true copy forthwith mailed to Willamette Im:'lustries, Inc, 

Ll\TED this /&?%"d;;iy of June, 1s7:;., 

Att'11lt I 

l~~ 
:,ct 1nq Di r'1ctor 
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MID WILLAMETTE 
r~ n !i:\l 
ff"1~ H ~ "il 

MICHAEL 0. ROACH 
Director 

2585 STATE STREET /SALEM, OREGON 97301 /TELEPHONE AC 503/581-1715 

To: 
From: 
Date: 

Subj: 

Board of Directors 
David St. Louis 
June 10, 1975 

Variance Request - Willamette Industries, Sweet Home 

Background 

Willamette Industries, Sweet Home Division, has applied to the 
Authority for a variance from MWR 33-005 which prohibits open 
burning by industrial sources. The company has requested to burn 
log ends and pieces which are charred remains of the plant's 
abandoned burning dump and wood demolition material which has 
been accumulating at the dumpsite for several years. 

·niscussi·on 

An inspection of the site conducted on May 20, 1975 with Mr. Chuck 
Russell of Willamette Industries, revealed approximately 500 cubic 
yards of demolition material consisting of timbers, pla_nks ,. a;,d 
other debris situated .on the top of the ridge forming the dump 
site and an undetermined amount of charred log remains in a ditch 
at the bottom. The demolition material appeared to contain too 
much contamination material to be chipped or used as hogfuel. 
The log remains at the bottom of the site were mixed with a 
number of discarded oil drums, a piece of old furniture, and other 
debris which has been dumped at the site. 

The closest public landfill to the site is Lebanon, which can take 
the material. Costs involved in. hauling the debris to the site 
were not available. 

At the present time the material does not present a fire hazard, 
however-this situation will soon change. 

Willamette Industries does not own an air curtain incinerator and 
the leasing and transporting of one to this area would be im­
practical due to the limited amount of material to be burned. 

Conclusions 

1. The majority of the material requested to be burned is demolition 
material and l!.ot sawmill residue which results from the proces­
sing of timber. 

MEMBER COUNTIES: BENTON I LINN I MARION I POLK I YAMHILL 

100% RECYCLED PAPER 
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Willamette Industries, Sweet Home, Variance Request 
June 10, _197 5 

2. 

3. 

The property has been under the control of Willamette Industrie 
for many years, unlike the recently acquired Bauman and · . 1 

Indianola plants at which burning of accumulated sawmill 
residue was allowed last month under a variance. 

No alternate means of disposal has been developed as debris 
has been accumulating on the site for several years despite 
knowledge of the ban on industrial open burning. 

4. Discussion with DEQ personnel has revealed that the log 
remains in the low area could be buried once the oil drums 
are removed. 

Director's:. Recommendation 

The Director recommends, in light of the above conclusions, that 
the request for a variance from the open burning regulations be 
denied. 

~( - . . . . x C,:-i,,vr..e-U c£.+_,,, ........c~~_j . . 
Davi St. Louis, Acting Interim Director 

( 



ENVIRONMENT Al QUALITY COMMISSION 

1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET• PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 " Telephone (503) 229-5696 

Robert W. Straub 
GOVERNOR 

B. A. McPHILLIPS 
Chairman, McMinnville 

GRACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN l. HALLOCK 
Portland 

MORRIS K. CROTHERS 
Salem 

RONALD M. SOMERS 
The Dalles 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

En vi ronmenta ·1 Quality Conm1i ss ion 

Director 

Agenda Item J, EQC Meeting, June 27, 1975 

Open Field Burning Status Repor~ 

Subsequent to the passage of Senate Bill 311, which requires open 
KESSLERR.CANNON field burning to be phased down to not more than 50,000 acres after 

01""0
' 1977 rather than being banned after ,January 1, 1975, the Department 

is considering the necessary modification to OAR Chapter 340, Sections 
25-005 through 26-020. 

A proposed rule will be available for review and comment by the 
Commission at the ,June 27, 1975 meeting. This draft rule will not 
be complete due to the time constraints. 

A fi na 1 proposed ru 1 e wi 11 be presented to the Comrni s s ion for its 
consideration at a special hearing to be held for the express purpose 
of receiving testimony pertaining to and the consideration for the 
adoption of the rules dealing with open field burning, on or before 
,July 10, 1975. 

Attachment - SB 311 

RLV:h 6/20/75 

KESSLER R. CANNON 
Director 



( 

'r'i, 

( 

( 

' I 

OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY-1975 REGULAR SESSION 

C-ENGROSSED 

Ordered by the Senate June 14 
(Including Amendments by Senate March 31 and by House June 5 

and by Second Conference Committee June 14) 

·Sponsored by Senators GROENER, THORNE, POWELL, Representatives 
BYERS, BUNN, GROENER, J.ONES, LINDQUIST, WALDEN 

r.rhe following summary is not prepared by the sponsors of tht! 
measure and is not a part ol the body thereof subject to con­

. slderation by the Legislative Assembly. It is an editor's 'briet 
statement of the essential features of the measure. 

Requires field burning permits to be issued in certain counties by De­
partment of Environmental Quality. Permits Environmental Quality Com­
mission to delegate duty to deliver permits to county governing body or fire 
chief of rural fire protection district. 

Requires field burning, instead of being banned after January 1, 1975, 
to be phased down to not more than [50,000 acres rifter 1977] 95,000 acl'es 
in 1977. Thereafter, permits for the burning of not more than 50,000 acres 
may be isst1etl after taking into co:usideration certain factors. ltequire& 
con11nission a:nd legislative co1nmittee to report to Fifty~ninth Legislative 
Assen1hly recon1mendatio:ns for possible n1odifications . Permits Governor 
to allow exceptions in case of extreme hardship or other specified condi­
tions. States legislative policy that i:i;ermits are to be iss11ed fot burning 
maximu.n1 acreages specified only u.pon ce1iain conditions. 

Requires Environmental Quality Commission, in making rules govern­
ing field burning, to consult with certain other agencies and permits it to 
consult \vith certain other agencies . 

Requires person seeking permit for field burning to submit statement 
that acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal 
grains which require burning. Permits contrary planting in case of crop 
failure. ~ 

Continued on page 2 

NOTE: Matter in bold f~ce in an an1ended section is new; matter [ita1i.c and brack .. 
eted] is existing law to be omitted; complete new sections begin \Vith 
SECTION. 



C-Eng. SB 311 [2] 

Creates Oregon Field Sanitation Committee to replace present field 
burning committee. Prescribes membership and duties of committee. Makes 
committee special advisory committee to commission in adopting rules 
related to field burning. Uequii-es committ.ee to report qual'tedy to Legis­
lative Committee on Trade a'1il Economie Development. Authorizes com­
mittee to assist persons wishing to use alternative methods of field sani­
tation and straw utilization by assisting in purchase and lease. 

Requires annual registration with county governing body or fire chief 
of rural fire protection district of acreage to be burned. Requires fee for 
permit by department of $3 per acre in 1975, $4 per acre in 1976, $5.50 per 
acre in 1977 and $8 per acre thereafter. Requires refunding of fee where 
burning is accomplished by mobile sanitizer. [Requires refunding of one• 
half of fee where straw was removed prior to burning.] Requires payment 
of 20 cents per acre of fee to county governing body or rural fire protection 

'district for administration of registration. Requires 50 cents of acreage fees 
to be deposited in smoke management fund. Includes approved alternative 
fielrl sanitation a1ttl stra;,v utilizatior1 ancl disposal methods within definition 
of "pollution control facility" for purposes of tax credits. 

Provides civil penalties. 

Makes related changes. 

Declares emergency. 

( 

( 
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[3] C-Eng. SB 311 

A BILL FOR AN AC'.r 

a Relating to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 168.140, 

9 468.290, 468.455, 468.460, 468.465, 468.470, 468.475, 468AJJO and 468A85; 

e appropriating money; and declaring an emergency. 

6 Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon: 

SECTION 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS 

7 468.455 to 468.485. 

$ 

@ 

10 

u 

L1 

1~ 

u 
ll!l 

ll~ 

17 

13 

1& 

SlE!C'rION 2. (1) On and after January 1, 1975, permits for open burn­

ing of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops and cereal grain 

crops are required in the c0tmties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 

and shall be issued by the Department of Environmental Quality in accord­

ance with air pollution control practices and subject to the fee prescribed 

in ORS 468.480. The permit described in this section shall be issued in con­

junction with permits required under ORS 476.380 or 478.960 .. 

(2) The Environmental Quality Commission may by rule delegate to 

any county court or board of county commissioners or fire ch:lef of a rural 

fire protection district the duty to deliver permits to burn acreage provided 

such acreage has been registe.red pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection 

(1) of ORS 468.480 and fees have been paid pursuant to paragraph (b) of 

SO subsection (l) of ORS 468.480. 

~l Section 3. ORS 468.290 is amended to read: 

n~ 468.290. E"cept as provided in this section and in ORS 468.450, 4'16.380 

23 and 478.960, the air pollution laws contained in [ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 

· B,l 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 

ll\l 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and] this chapter do not apply to: 

23 (1) Agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting of crops 

S1 and the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be 

23 subject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 to 468.485, 476.380, 

S9 476.990, 478.960 and 478.990] pmsuant fo this 1975 Act ; 

80 (2) Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops 

81 or the raising of fowls or animals, e"cept field burning which shall be sub­

~~ ject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 to 468.485, 476.380, 476.990, 

llll 478.960 and 478.990] pursuant to this 1975 Act; 
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(3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residence; 

(4) Agricultural land clearing operations or land grading; 

~ (5) Heating equipment in ar used in connection with residences used 

4 exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families; 

6 (6) Fires set or permitted by any public agency when such fire is 

a set or permitted in the performance of its official duty for the purpose 

7 of weed abatement, prevention or elimination of a :fire hazard, or instruc-

3 tion of employes in the methods of fire fighting, which in the opinion of 

9 the agency is necessary; or 

10 ('I) :Vires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of em­

!1 ployes of private industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

12 civil defense instruction. 

Section 4. ORS 468.455 is amended to read: 

_l<l 468.455. In a concerted effort by agricultural interests and the public 

11$ to overcome problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of [ORS 468.455 to 

10 468.485, 476.380 and 478.960 to phase out open field burning in the counties 

17 listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 when a feasible alternative method 

13 ofjie!d sanitation becomes available, to fix a specified date for termination 

19 of apen field burning and, further, to encourage stabilized acreage until 

2~ feasible alternative methods of field sanitation become available] this 1975 

21 Act to provide incentives for development of alternatives to open Held 

~a bnming, to phase out open field burning and to develop feasible alternative 

23 methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal. 

~~ Section 5. ORS 468.460 is amended to read: 

~• 463.460. [After an alternative method of field sanitation is certfied · 

~6 under ORS 468.470, and becomes available as p-rovided in subsection (2) 

z7 of ORS 468.470;] in order to regu!afo open field burning purs11ant fo ORS 

£8 468.475: 

~3 (1) In such areas of the state and for such periods of time as it considers · 

. ED necessary to carry out the p·oUcy of ORS 468.280, the commission by rule 

s1 may prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and amount of 

sa bu:rning for perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops [,) and 

!llJ grain crops [and other burning]. 

( 

( 

( 
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l (2) In addition to but not in lieu of the 1m1visions of OHS 468.4'15 and oi 

~ any other rule adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission 

S shall adopt rules for Multnomah, Washington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk, 

~ Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a more rapid 

6 phased reduction by certain permit areas, depending on particular local air 

0 quality conditions and soil characte1·istics, [of] the extent, type or amount 

7 of open field burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops 

ll and grain crops [after an] and the avaifobllity of alternative [method is] 

g methods of field sanitation and straw utilization and disposal. [certified 

11! under ORS 468.470.] 

:n (3) Before prmnulgating mies pmsuant to subsections (1) rmd (2) of 

)!;] this section, the commission shall consult with Oregon State University 

l!ll and the Oregon Field Sanitation Committee and may consult with the Soil 

1~ Conservation Service, the Agricultural Stabilization Commission, the State 

19 Soil a11d Vllater Conservatio11 Con1rnission and other interested agencies. 

l® 'l'he Oregon Field Sanitation Committee shall act as a special advisory 

17 cornrnitte.e to the commission in the promulgation of such rules. The com­

:i~ n1ission U.1USt review and s11ow on the r.ecord the recommendations of the 

ll$ Oregon Field Sanitation Committee in promulgating such rules. 

20 [(3)] (4) No regional air quality control authority shall have author-

21 ity to regulate burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed 

:ra crops and grain crops. 

~ Section 6. ORS 468.465 is amended to read: 

fil~ 468.465. (1) Permits under [ORS 476.380 and 478.960] section 2 of this 

m; 1975 Act for open field burning of cereal grain crops shall be issued in the 

£e counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460 only if the person seeking 

a1 the permit submits to the issuing authority a signed statement under oath 

£3 or affirmation that the acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops 

29 other than cewal grains which require flame sanitation for proper culti· 

!l~ vatlon. [fa!! legumes or perennial grasses. However, no open field burning 

~1 of cereal crops shall be permitted in the counties listed in subsection (2) 

ea of ORS 468.460 after January 1, 1975.] 
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1 (2) The ~1ieJ1a1·hne.nt shall inspect cereal grrahJ. c:ro11 ar:reage humed i1m .. 

2 sllani to s:ubsecH011 (1) of this section after planting i'1 the foll.owing spxing 

S fo detemilne compliance with snbsection (1) of this sedion. 

4 (3) Any pexson planting contrary to the restrictions of snhsedion (1) 

5 of this section shall he assessad hy the department a civil penalty of $25 

6 for each acre planted confrary to the restrictions. Any fines colkc!ed hy 

7 the ilepi:wtm,,rit pmstJant fo this subsection shall he used hy the tlepartment 

s fo:r a smoke :rrnanag·.ernent program in. coopeTation lVith the 01·egon Sc-et' 

9 Council and fox administration of this section. 

10 ( 4) Any pe~son planting seed crops afkf burning cereal grain cr!>ps 

U i;nusmrnt to suhsedi1>n (1) of this section nrny apply to the depn:dmerr! for 

1~ pe:m1lsslon fo pla:nt co:ntrn»y fo the r"sfrictions of subsection (1) of thls 

l~ section if the seed crop fails to grow. The department may allow planting 

14 cmi±.rary fo the restrictions of subsecH011 (1) of this S<'A.:iion ii the crop 

lo fallm·e occurred by reasons othe:r than the negligence or inte:lltio:tml act oJ. 

13 the pasu:ll pfanting the croj) "" one 1.m•fa1· his cml!aol. 

17 Section 7. ORS 468.470 is amended to read: 

16 468.470. [(1) Except as provided in ORS 468.475, open field btirning of 

!.9 perennial grass seed crops and annual grass seed crops shall be subject to 

2u regulation under ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.960 only untH a comm·ittee 

~l described in subsection (3) of this section cer#fies the availability of a 

. ll2 sticcessful, feasible alternative to open fielc! bmning in s1lffieient q11antity 

2a to sanitize grass fields. For the purposes of ORS 468.450, 476.380 and 478.950, 

24 annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed crops and grain or grass stub-

25 ble shall be considered to be combu.stible material.] 

2\l [(2) As such alternative methods become available in quantity stiffi­

&1 dent to allow phased ?"eduction in burning, the commission. may begin to 

23 phase otit in proportion to snch availability the bnrning described in ORS 

29 468.460.] 

30 [(3) The committee shall consist of two members representing agri-

31 cultiire appointed by the Dii"ector of Agricn!ture from a lkit of five nom-

82 inees submitted by the Oregon Seed Council, two members representing the 

S3 pnblic appo·inted by the director of the department and a fifth member 

( 

( 
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1 appointed by the Governor. Members shall be persons knowledgeable con-

2 cern·ing agricultural practices and air qtw!ity control practi.ces which are 

a the subject of ORS 468.455 to 168.485.] 

~ [( 4) In addition to its other duties under this section, the committee 

5 shal! monitor the programs fo-r development of feo,s-ib!e alternafr~e method,s 

6 of field sanitation, shall make recommendations for the research and c!e-

7 velopment of such methods to the Joint Committee on Ways and Means 

S during the legislative session or to the Emergency Board during interim 

~ periods and, after conmltation with the department, shall establish stand­

ll~ ards under which certified alternatives are to operate as long as the com­

U mittee is in existence.] 

1~ [(5) In exercising its duties tinder subsections (1) and (4) of this sec­

~.S tion, the committee sha!! certify alternatives and establish standards only 

u after public hearing at which interested persons are afforded an oppor­

no ttmity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reasonably 

ll~ calculated to notify interested persons of the time, place ant! subject of the 

u hearing.] 

l~ (1) The O;regon Field Sanltaiioll Com.raittee is established and for tha 

ll.9 pm-poses of this rn75 Act shall be :referred to as the "committee." The 

~~ committee shall consist of two membm·s representing agrienl±me appointeJ 

21 by the Director of Agrkalhire from a list of five nominees subm:itted by 

2~ the Oregon Seed Connon, two members reiwesen!lng the ptihlic <1JJJ.H>hi!mI 

8> by the directo1" of the depa:dment and a fifth member appointed iby the 

24 Govermir. Jiliemhers shall he persons knowledgeable c011cemmg ::igricui­

m; rural practices nnd nir quality control pll'actices which al'e the subject of 

ll3 ORS 4£8.455 to 4S8.4S5. 

aw (2) 'il'he commi!tee shall assume th·e cluties and responsibilities fo:rmedy 

23 held by the field burning committtee established pursuant to s'Odion 4, 

29 chapter 563, Oregon Laws 1.971 (regular session), which committee is abol-

8~ ished. However, members of the fiel<l burning committee shall be the mem· 

31 hers of the field sanitation committee until their tern1s expire pnts11ant to 

32 subsection (3) of this section, 

~3 (3) The term of oifke of each member of the committee fa fot1r years, 
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'1. but a Jnem'bt)l' 1nay be 1·ernoved for cause. By lot, the co111n1ittee sltall s~le.ct 

2 tVV(!o of its inembe:cs ivhose t.er1ns cx:plre on IJeceilnber 31, 1976 a:n11 OD.e of its 

~ memliexs whose teTm expi:res December 31, 1977. The 1·tm1aining m0mbers' 

~ forms shall expite -011 J:lecemher 31, 1978. 

6 (4) 'Jrhe cmm.n\tlee shall: 

G (a) M:onifor a1lll conilnd p:tograms foT development of feasible alterna-

1 tiv" methods or field sanitation and straw utilizi!tion and dls:,posill; 

B (h) M:a'lrn r<•comm10.nda!ions for research ruid development o:t altema· 

9 tive methods; 

10 (c) Provide assistance to persons wishing to obfain the use of feasible 

11 meUwrls of field san\<atlon and straw utilizati<m antl disposal an!l, m so 

l\ll do'ing, assist !n purchasing, purchas" and lease to nsus, and promote ex· 

lS tensive use of such methods; 

!,l (<l) Reeeive and disl.nirse fonds, including but not limited to voluntary 

15 co11trihutions from \vithin nnd outside this state, grants a:ncl gifts; and 

1G (e) Report quarterly to the Legislative Commlttte" oll Trade ond Eco· 

~'1 1:1o:n1ic Develop;i.nent on the progress being n1ade in discovering aind utiliz~ 

itJ ii11g alternatives to ope:n field burning. 

l~ (5) Subject to the approval of the Executive Depa~tment, the commit· 

2~ te" may: 

n:i. (a) Entel:' into contracts wltlh public and prlvate agencies to cany 

~~ mil the purposes of demonsfratlm1 ilf alteTnatives to agrirnltru:ru open Hehl 

s~ hurnmg; 

:!:~ (h) Apply for and obtain palenfa in the name of the State of Oregon 

Si; a:nd ?'ssign such rights fher·ein as the cornmittee considers a]_)propl'iate; 

ms (c) Employ such perso:ruwl. as is required to cany out the duties 

~f assigned to it; and 

ll3 (d) Sell and dispose of all sm·plus property of the committee, indud­

ll'9 ing but not limited to straw-based products produced or manufactured by 

8D the committee. 

Sl SECTION 8. Sections 9 and 10 of this Act are added to and made a 

~3 part of ORS 468.455 to 468.485. 

ua SJEC'.il'lON 9. The commission shall establish emission standards for 

84 certified alternative methods to open field burning. 

( 

( 
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l SEC'!'ION 10. The department, in coordinating efforts under this 1975 

2 Act, shall: 

S (1) Enforce all field burning rules adopted by the commission and all 

t, related statutes; 

Ii (2) Monitor and prevent unlawful field burning; ancl 

s (3) Aid fire districts in carrying out their responsibilities for admin-

7 istering field sanitation programs. 

8 Section 11. ORS 463.475 is amended to read: 

o 468.475. [After January 1, 1975,J (1) No person shall open burn or 

10 cause to be open burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of ORS 

:11 468.460, perennial [grass seed crops used for grass seec! prodv.ction] or an-

12 nual grass seed crops used for grass seed production [.] or cereal grain 

13 crops, unles.s the acreage has heen re.gistereil pmsuant to ORS 468.480 and 

H the permits required by ORS 468.450, 476.380, 478.960 and section 2 of this 

15 1975 Act have been ohtained. 

16 (2) Except as may be provided by rule under ORS 468.460, Hie maxi-

17 nrnu1 total registered acreage allowed to be open burned pursuat1t to sub-

18 section (1) of this section shall be as follows: 

19 

20 

n 

22 

23 

24 

25 

2-0 

27 

2D 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

(a) During 19'15, not more than 235,000 acres may be burned. 

(h) During 1976, not more than 195,000 acres may be bnrned. 

(c) During 1977, not more than 95,000 acres may he burned. 

(cl) In 1978 and each year thereafter, the conm1ission, after taking into 

consideration the fadoxs !isled in subsection (2) of ORS 468.460, may by 

order issue permits for the burning of not more than 50,000 acres. 

(e) 'lrhe acreage amounts provided in paragraphs (c) and (d) of this 

subsection are dcdare<l to be the goals of the Fifty-eighth Legislative As-

sembly. 1'he cornn1ission and the J--legislatiye Con11nittee on Tra<le and Eco~ 

nomic Development shall report to the Fifty-ninth Legislative Assembly 

'vitl1 their recomn1enc1ations for possible modifications. 

(3) fo the event of the registration of more than the maximum allow­

able acres for open buming in the counties specified in subsection (2) of 

ORS 468.460, the con1m.ission, after consT1ltation 'vith iJ1e con11nittee, by 

rule or order 111ay allocate pern1its for acreage based on particular local air 
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1 quality con<l'ition, suil characteristics, the type or a1nount o.E field burning 

2 or crops, the av~:rilability 4.)f alternative n1ethot1s of field sanitation, t11e 

a date of .r.egistratio_n, proportiol1al share, ox any reasonable classi.ficatio11. 

4 Priority shall be give:n to u.se oi available alter11atives to ope:n field bur:ning 

6 in Lane County and priority areas in other counties liste<l in sv.bs·edion (2) 

6 of OHS 4£8.460. 

1 ('1) lt is the intent.ion of the Legislative Assembly that permits shall 

8 be issued for the i11aX:irnu:rn acreage specified in subsection (2) 0£ this· 

9 secti-ott for each year :re.cited therein only if the co1TIJ)J}ssio:n. finds after 

10 hearing that: 

1.1 (a) 'Jl1here are insufficie:nt nun1bers of v1nrkable 1nacl1ines that can l'Ba-

12 sonably be J:natle available to sanitize the acreage if an a~:r-eage l«edu-ctio:n 

13 is ordered; 

14 (h) There a1·e insufficien.t m.ethods av~i.ilable for stl'a'V'J i~tiliz.atio:n an!l 

l.5 disposi'l; and 

lS (c) Reasonllble effol'ts have been made to develop alternative l,nethods 

17 of field sanitation a~nd straw uJilization and disposal, and such n1etl1ods have 

1B been utilized to the r.naxin1nm reasonable extent. 

19 (5) 'i.'he Governor, upon finding of extreme hardship, disease out· 

20 l:meak, insect infost<ition 01' irreparable damage to the hmd, may hy order 

21 perm'it en1ergency open b111rning of. n1ore acreage than allo-Wed by subsBCtio:n 

22 (2) of this section. Upon a finding of extreme danger to public health or 

23 safety, the Croverno:r may order terilpora:ry emel'gency cessaticn1 of all open 

24 field burning in any area of the counties listed in subsection (2) of ORS 

21l 468.4Sil. 

2!l (6) The commission shall act on any application for a permit under sec-

2'1 tion 2 of this 1975 Act within 60 days of registration and receipt of the fee 

28 provided in ORS 463.480. Such other decisions as may be required under 

2ll this section must be made by the commission on or before July 10, 1975, 

30 and on or before June l. of each sub,seqnent year. 

81 Section 12. ORS 468.480 is amended to read: 

$2 468.480. (1) (a) On or before July I, 1975, and on or before April 1 

S3 of each su.~sei1uent yenr, th1-~ grower of a ~lass seed crop shall register with 

34 the county court or bi>anl of c<mnty commissioners or the fire chief of a 

( 

( 

.. 
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1 l'tITn1 fire pt.·otectio1\ distril':-tt or his dt'.signated representativ-e, tltle :n.lim ... 

3 her of acres to be burx1ed in the re1nain<ler of the year. An:-,-1 persol1 register-

S ing after ihe dates specified in this subsection shall pay an ac\ditional ·fee 

4 of $1 per acre registered if the late registration is due to tl1e fault of the 

5 late registrant or one u.ncle:r. his control. Late registrations n111st be- ap~ 

6 prove1l by the department. Copies of the registration fotm shall he for. 

r3 warded to the rlepal'in1e:nt. 'l'he l'equired registration n111st be inude an(l 

s the fee pa,;,J hefore a pei·mit shall be issued under section 2 of this 1975 Act. 

a (b) JExcept as prnvirled in paragraph (c) of this subsection, alte~ the 

10 effective date of this 1975 Ad, the Executive Department shall collect a fee 

11 prior to the issnance of any permit by the Departn1e11f of Environn1ental 

12 Quality for open burning of pere:n:nial or annual grass seed crops Ol" cereal 

13 grain crops umfor this 1975 Ad. '.!'he Executive Department may eo:ntrad 

M with co1mties and rural fire protection districts for the collet!io:n of the 

15 foes which zlrnll be forwairded fo the 1!',xecuiive Department. The amotmt 

~B of Hae foe shall be $3 in 1975, $4 in 1976, $5.50 in 1977, and $8 in ;my year 

17 thereaffer, J)er acre of crop· bumed. 

:rn (c) 'Ji'he foe irequlred by paragrap11 (b) of this subsection sh~H lH~ re­

~9 fondeil for any acreag"~ where efficient burning of stubble is accom11Usheil 

~! been approve1l by the committee and the department foi: fielil sanitizing 

~2 purposes or for any acreage not burned. 

2~ (2) '.fhe Executive Department shall pay to the com;ty or l>o:n·d of 

~,; comJ.ty commissioners or the fire chief of the rural fire protection district, 

27 acreage fo he bu.med, ismwnce of pennits, k""ping of records and olhe? 

28 matters cllrectly relafoil. to agricultural field burn.ing. I1Jfty cents oi tlw 

29 acreage foes shall he rlej>Oslted in a separate fund to be used fo,. the smoke 

S~ management program which shall be conducted by the Department of 

3! Enviromnentnl Quality in cooperation with the Oregon Seerl Council and 

82 other affecterl agencies. '.i'he Department of Environmental Quality shall 

Z3 ·contract wlth the Orego" Se~<l Coundl to organize rural fire protection 
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l <1istric·ts and g1'01-vers, coo1·dinate arul provide con1n1unicutions, hire grounrl 

2 snppo:rt perso:n11el, p.i:'ovid.e airc1·aft surve~llance, provide su.ch a<lded other. 

®- SL~ppo~·t services as are nHJ.tnally agreed upon and advise the departn1ent 

4 \.Vhen crops in each area are ready for burning. I-Io\veve1·, if a i·ensonable 

6 contru~t cannot he ngre·e<l upon, the depnrtn1ent shall provide such sBrvN 

@ ices directly or by contracting with such other entity as it reasonably 

s (3) 'll'he Executive JOeparlnumt shall cause the hafa.nce of ac~eage foes 

9 1·eceived pursuant to su.bsedion (1) of this section to be df,p<>sited in the 

10 State 'freasmy to be credited to the account of tho committee established 

u l!l.'!lder or.:S 468.470 for us;, as p10vided in ORS 483.435. [Until and aiter­

ll.ll native method is certified under ORS 468.470, or until January 1, 19'15, 

l~ whichever occurs first, the county court, board of county commissioners 

14 or the fire chief or his designated representative shall collect a fee, except 

15 as provided in paragi-aph (b) of this snbsection, prior to issuing any per-

1.e mit for the open burning of perennial ·or annual grass seed crops, or 

1'1 grahi crops under ORS 476.380 or 478.960. The amount of the fee shall be 

18 determined. by the comm'ittee established pursuant to ORS 468.470 and 

iv shall not exceed $1 per acre of crop burned.] 

20 [(b) 'J.'he fee required by paragraph (a) of this siibsection shall not 

21 be collected where efficient burning of stubble is accomplished with equip-

22 ment using auxiliary fuel or a mobile field sanitizer which equipment 

2~ or sanitizer has been approved by the committee and the department for 

2i field sanitizing purposes.] 

2S [(2) 'J.'he collecting officer shall retain such portion of the acreage fees 

25 received pursttant to subsection (1) of this section as is sufficient, in the 

27 judgment of the committee, in conwltation with the collecting officers, 

~8 to cover the cost of .and to be used solely for the purpose or administering 

29 a program of registration of fields to be burned, collection of fees, issuance 

SO ~f permits, keeping of records and other matters directly related to agri-

81 cultural open field burning. Ten cents of the acreage fee shalt be d~pos-ited 

82 in a separate fund to be. ttsed for a smoke management program which 

33 shall be conclucted by the Oregon Seed Council in cooperation with the 

V! department.] 

( 

( 

( 
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1 [( 3) The collecting officer sha!! cause the balance oJ acrecige fees re-

2 cei·vecl pursuant to subsection (1) of this sectior' to be credited to the aa-

8 count of the committee establishecl imd.er ORS 468.470 for v.se as provided 

4 in ORS 468.485] 

6 

s 

7 

3 

0 

l.O 

11 

12 

13 

M 

15 

16 

l7 

18 

19 

[( 1) Nothing in this section relieves any p;>rso;i from the ·requirements 

of obto;ining a b·urning permit in accordance with ORS 176.380 and 478.960.] 

Section 13. ORS 468.485 is amended to read: 

468.485. All moneys [from a.creage fees] collected under pnwgra)'h 

(b) of rnhseefom (1) of ORS 468.480 [and nnder section 2, chapter 578, 

Oregon Laws 1973, received by the committee established pnrsuant to ORS 

468.470] or received p1~rsuant to this 1975 Act) except fines, sha11 be segre .. 

gated from other funds and used solely for [smoke management and.] ad-

111inistrative experises of t1'1e co1nn1ittee and ·for development and demon­

stration of alternatives to agricultural open field burning and methods ox 

straw utilization and disposal . [The committee may enter into· contracts 

with piiblic and private agencies to carry oiit the pgrposes of this· section. 

The committee shaU give first priority to the development of and. demon­

stration of the feasibility of a mobile field incinerator.] 

Section 14. ORS 468.140 is amended to read: 

20 

21 

~2 

468.HO. (1) In addition to any other penalty provided by Jaw, any 

person who violates any of the following shall incur a civil penalty for each 

day of violation in the amount prescribed by the schedule adopted under 

2s ORS 468.130; 

M (a) '.I'he terms or conditions of any permit required or authorized 

25 by law and issued by the depattment or a regional air quality control 

2S authority. 

27 (b) Any provision of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 

2G 454.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.'145 

29 and this chapter. 

30 (c) Any rule or standard or order of the commission adopted or issued 

&1 pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.040, 454.205 to 454.255, 454.315 to 

82 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this 

33 chapter, 
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l (d) Any rule or standard or order of a regional authority adopted or 

2 issued under authority of subsection (1) of OB.S 463.535. 

S (2) Each day of violation under subsection (1) of this section constitutes 

~ a separate offense. 

5 (3) (a) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person 

G who intentionally or negligently causes or permits the discharge of oil 

7 into the waters of the state shall incur a civil penalty not to exceed 

g the amount of $20,000 for each violation. 

9 (b) In addition to any other penalty provided by law, any person 

10 who violates the ter.ms or conditions of a permit auth.orizing '\vaste dis-

11 charge into the waters of the state or violates any law, rule, order or 

i2 standard in ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 454.MO, 454.205 to 45?.255, 454.31.5 to 

is 454.355, 454.405 to 454.425, 454.505 to 454.535, 454.605 to 454.745 and this 

U chapter relating to water pollution shall incur a civil penalty not to exceed 

1!5 the amount of $10,000 for each day of violation. 

~~ (4) Pamgraphs (c) and (d) of subsection (1) of this section do not 

u apply to violations of motor vehicle emission standards. 

w (5) Wotwl!li.st:mdh>g the fonlts of snhsectfon (1) or ORS 468.130 and 

19 in adrlliirnn to arny othN· lP"'"'lty provlifo-:l by law, any perS!m whn inhmtloll· 

~O a~1y or nieglligently causes or permits open field bu_rnh!g co;d:ral'y to the 

RI prnvfalo11s of ORS 463.450, 468.455 to 4£3.485, 4'16.380 and 478.96{) slrnH be 

22 ::1.ssessed by the d.epa:rtment a civil tJenalty of at lea.st $20 but not n1o:re than 

24 sua.nt t·l> this ffnbsec"t.ion shall be ~lepositetl 'INith t11e State lfreasi1re:r to the 

m; credit of the Gen.era! FmH1 and shall be available for general govern-

28 mental expense. 

21 SJEC'il'ION 15. After alternative methods for field sanitation and stnw 

~8 utilization and disposal are approved by the committee and the department, 

M "pollution control facility," as. defined in ORS 468.155, shall include such 

SO approved alternative methods and persons purchasing and utilizing such 

S:! methods shall he eligible for the benefits allowed by ORS 468.155 to 468.190. 

82 SECTION 16. This Act being necessary for the immediate preservation 

sa of the public peace, health and safety, an emergency is declared to exist, 

· S·! and this Act takes effect on its passage. 

------0----

( 

( 



June 27, 1975 

B. A. McPhill ips, Chairman 
Morr Is Crothers 
Jacklyn Hallock 
Grace Phinney 
Ronald Somers 
1234 S.W. Morrison St. 
Portland, Oregon 97205 

PROPOSED ADOPTION OF TEMPORARY RULE - PRIORITY CRITERIA FOR AIR 
CONTAMINANT DISCHARGE PERMITS 

Box 3529 F'or·lland, Oregon 9720tl 

503/233-8331 

rvvx: 0-10-11G11-G1s-1 

The Port of Portland has reviewed the proposed rule and supports the 
idea of a priority criteria for processing air contaminant discharge 
permits in a 1 imited airshed. However, the Port is concerned with the 
economic stability of the Portland area believing the proposed rule 
is deficient. 

If the rule is adopted as proposed, the Department of Environmental Qua] ity 
will be required to act on permit applications in the order that they are 
completed for processing. The Port has given the Department Its written 
comments on the proposed rule (see attachment D of the Department's staff 
report). Briefly, the Port requested that the Department expand the 
priority criteria to include consideration of community benefits and 
preferential treatment for existing industries. The DEQ staff report 
indicates that consideration of these factors is beyond the jurisdiction 
and authority of the Department. 

Subsequent to subrn i tt i ng the above recornmendat i ans to the DEQ the Port 
met with representatives from the City of Portland, Multnomah County, 
LCDC, CRAG, DEQ and others for the purpose of discussing the proposed 
rule. The representatives agreed that consideration of community 
benefits should be included in the proposed rule. 

The representatives further indicated the need for establishing criteria 
for the type of Industrial development within their jurisdictions. A 
regional forum could coordinate these criteria and in turn these criteria 
could be considered by the DEQ In the priority of issuance of air con­
taminant discharge permits. 

olficcs also 1n Toi(l/O, 

C/irCflQD, V\lashmglon, D.C 



Page 2 
June 27, 1975 

The Port currently recognizes the need to Integrate region-wide air quality 
in relationship to land uses, however, no agency has been assigned the 
res pens i bi 1 tty. The veh i c 1 e for this integration 1nay be CRAG, s i nee 
CRl\G Is currently considering participating In the Air Quality Maintenance 
planning process. CRAG could be an acceptable forum for all the agencies 

,concerned with air quality and land use planning. 

It must be emphasized that development of the criteria to evaluate community 
benefits is the first priority and agreement on tha forum Is secondary. 

The Port bel I eves that when criteria for industrial development have 
been developed, integrated and accepted by all the concerned agencies 
the criteria can be used by the DEQ in the proposed rule. 

In summary, the Port of Portland believes that assessment of community 
benefits must be included In the evaluation of air contaminant permit 
applications. The DEQ Staff believes these considerations to be beyond 
their jurisdiction. There are regional agencies that may be able to 
assess community benefits; hm~ever, to date the criteria for the assess­
ment have not been developed. Therefore, the Port requests that the EDC 
adopt this rule when It contains a mechanism for inclusion of community 
benefits through the use of industrial development criteria supported by 
local units of government. 

$~ d.&.·~ ~"-
Lloyd Anderson 
Executive Director 

P33F 



June 27, 1975 
10:00 A.1'1 •. 

. Public Service Building 

Environmental Quality Commission 

Commissioners: 

I am appeaI'ing on behalf of Chairman Clark of the iv,ul tnomah 
County Board to present the following: 

It is our concern that the proposed rule amendment does not 
allow for the assessment of community benefits of regulated 
uses. Thereby the rule amendment could have a detrimental 
development affect for the metropolitan area. In c!reas that 
have limited airsheds, it is essential that this airshed be 
managed from the perspective of environmental conservation; 
but also, it must be managed to be sensitive to regulatory 
effect on land use, and thereby the future economic vitality 
of the area. 

It is important that land use impact be an element of the pro­
posed rule. However, it is recognized that land use regulation 
is beyond the scope of the EQC's authority. There:·ore, it is 
re commended that you prescribe, under your r'lle making power, 
land use standaI'ds upon the recommendation of resuonsible 
local governmental or regional agencies as a determinant for 
insurance of a contaminant dischfil'ge permit. The following 
addition to Subdivision 3, Section 33-030 is suggested only 
by way of an example; 

"(3) Cause land use standaI'ds, embodied in a Compre­
hensive Plan or regulations pursuant thereto, or other 
regulatory means, that are adopted U..'1der Oregon Revised 
Statutes to be violated. The expected land use impact 
shall be determined by the affected local ,jurisdiction(s) 
and shall be so advised to the EQC." 

Because of the complexity of this matter concerning 1 and use, 
it is suggested that EQC set this hearin€>; over for 1+5-60 days. 
In addition it would be appropriate for the 1~1,:c to request 
CRAG to convene the metropolitan jurisdictions concerned with 
this issue. CRAG could be of assistance in recommending cl mechanism 
to handle the inclusion of land use considerationf; in the process 
of issuance of dir;charge permits. 



') 
=<c_= 

It is felt both the interests of EQC in air quality .'iilc1 the 
interest of local agencies in land use could be jointly 
furthered by this action. 

Martin H. Cramton, Jr. A.I.P. 
Planning Director 
Multnomah County 
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PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO PERMIT PRIORITY CRITERIA WHICH WILL ALLOW INPUT FROM 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT REGARDING LAND USE. 

ALTERNATIVE 1. (Requires Department to "seek and consider 11 local government 

position on land use but does not bind Department to local goverrunent 

recommendation.) 

Add to 33-020(1) after ... with Section 33-020. In such cases where 

issuance of permits is being considered in the order that they are 

considered complete for processing, the Department shall seek~ and give 

consideration to ~ affirmative statement from the local goverrunent 

officials having jurisdiction that the proposed ;facility is in conformance 

with local planning and zoning and State of Oregon planning goals and 

objectives. 

ALTERNATIVE 2. (Allows Department to act on permit application only after an 

affirmative written statement on land use is submitted by local government.) 

Add to 33-010(4) after ..• Section 14-020[.]_,_ ... and an affirmative written 

statement has been submitted by the local goverrunent officials having 

jurisdiction that the proposed facility is iri conformance with local planning 

and zoning and State of Oregon planning goals and objectives. 
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DEP./.\RYN!l~f~1f .or-: 
[~NVfiRC)l\ff·/~E:~rfP~.t QtDJ.\UTY 

1234 S.\ll/. MORRISON STREET 0 PORTLAND, .ORE.° 97205 ° Telephone (503) 229- 5301 

ROBERT IV. STRllU13 

GOV£Rl~OR 

t£SSlER R. CANt~or.r 
Direc!or 

INFOH.Ml\TIONAL HEMORl\NDUM & NO'rICE OF PUBLIC HEJ\RING 

SEWERAGE WORKS CONS'I'RUC'I'ION GRllNTS PR~ORITY J,IS1' FOH FY 1976 

June 20, 1975 
10:00 Jl.M. 

Public Service Building 
920 S. W. Fifth Avenue - 2nd Floor Auditorium 

Portland, Oregon 

Pursuant to the requirements of Public Law 92-500 CPR 35. 915 (f) and 35. 556, a hearing 
will be held on June 20, 1975 for the purposes of obtaining testimony relevant to thto 
Sewerage Works Construction Grant Priority List included herein .. At its meeting on 
April 25, 1975, the Environmental Quality Commission advised the staff to utilize the 
priority criteria presented at that meeting and to develop a list of sewerage works 
projects which would most efficiently use available federal '!rant funds. 

The criteria, cnclosec1 \,rith explanatory rnemora!lda, most specifically reflects national 
·concerns of " •.. the seve·rity of pollution probleras, the population affected, the need for 
preservation of high quality waters arid national priorities·as well as total funds avail­
able, project and treatnlent \\70rks sequence and additional factors establishec1 by the 
State ... ~" Due to tl10 ne'=essity for stressing natio!!al ·concern, certain of the previous 
year's projects have been reduced in relative ran}-.ing.. 'rhese include prec101ni-natcly 

.Projects not defined by a specific water pollution problem but facing the need for pro­
vic1ing Se\·1ets in urban or ui~banizing areas. wl1cre popµlation c1cnsities l1ave rendered 
subsurface se1.'1age disposal u11satisfactory. Such situations are critical to tJ1ose c1irectly _ 
involved but the federal cn1phasis on c1ocuine11tec1 and existing n1ajor r)olluting dlsc]1ELrges 
affords less than desirable program flexibility. 

The hearing is ·called for permitting public participation in the project ranking . 
procedure.. · Fede.i;al regulations require that the list receive sucl1 scrutiny. 'rl1c D2part­
ment of Environmental Quality also wishes to obtain relevant comment on the Priority 
Criteria so c:ts to ensure tl1at t11e fou11dation for the procedures is firmly based. 

Included in this packet are the ·following: 

1. A list of projects in priority order with costs and tentative funding sequence . 
assigned. 

2. A list of projects showing the priority point assignments and totals. 
3. ·A copy .of agenda Item No. E, April 25, 1975 EQC Meeting. 

'£he results of the hearing will be presented to the EQC at its regular meeling on 
.June 27, 1975. lit that time, the Conunission will be asked· to approv0, reject or modify 
the list as pr.escnted. 

Your cooperation is reguc!'.~tcd to ensure that tl1c. Dcr)artmcnt 1 s progra1:'ls ·for cxpr~cli­

tious and efficient handling of publ)c·funds nwy be fairly and equit<11Jly adrn)ni,;te1pd. 

, -... :..1/ )/] {!,_ ____ ~ . 
\....-{)-........_ ~ 

YJ~SSLER R. CANNON 

HLS:ilk 
Director 
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•' DEPAflTMEN1' OF ENVIRONHENTJ\L QUi\J,ITY 

PRIOHITY LIS'r 

Fiscal Year 1976 

The list attached is a ranking of projects in numerical 
sequence in accordance \·lith tl1c point system developed b)/ 
the Department and approved by the Environmental Quality 
Corr.mission .. 

. . The funding allocation to Oregon by the Environmental 
Protection Agency is $77, 582 ,900. ·Increasing this figure 
by the amount of unobligated 75 FY funds and decreasing 
it by FY 75 project cost overrt1ns and reserve requirements 
results in a funding avail<)bility for obligation under 
the proposed project listing of approximately $77,000,000. 
This permits the inclusion of projects 1 through 129 
within the current funding limitations. 

Since the Environmental Quality Commission has the 
authority· to modify the list ?nd the criteria and EPA 
approval and public acceptance are rec1uisites for use, a 
specific cut-off project l'las 11ot ~cen deter1nined at this 
timeu This \~·ill be done follording the ac<;-:eptancc and 
approval of the list, and the affected municipalities 
will be notified. 

• 
$ 





1:::C z 

,_;;-,:; ~; 

~,.:.n.)--"~ 

.::;~ 

?) 

:·~-495 

; l 

:·5 

:·7 

?riority 
~:..::;~(?,. 

24 
25 
26 

27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
3h 

35 
35 

37 

Hillsboro-Irrigation 

Lo:ig Creek 

USA (P.ock Creek) 

Porti.ind (Tryon) 

Harrisburg 

USA (Rock Creek) 

Kor.mo'Jth· I ndc;::cr.clcnc1~ 

Eusc:ic-S~rl~gficld 

Corvallis Airport 

USA (Lower 
0

Tualotln) 

USA (U~pcr TuJlatin) 

Tri·C!ty - Count.y 

?1cw~c rg .. D und cc 

Clackamas Co.S.D. #1 
Ju:icti0;'1 City· 

Et.:gcr.~ Ai rj)ort 

r.u~::i in 

Eugene (Eastsidc) 

Corvallis Mobile Park 

Glendale 

Su~hcrl in 

~ug1c Point 

Gold Hill 

EI igible 
Project 
Dcscriotion 

Estimated 
Toto I 
Cost 
Dollars 

STP #1 100 

STP 200 

STP ,25,199 
STP 5 ,500 

STP 375 
INT 4,500 

STP · 800 
ST? 15,000 
STP or INT 500 
INT 600 

INT 2,650 
Reg. ST? 7,5CO 

. Reg. STP 1 ,200 
I NT 630 
STP Imp, 350 

STP Imp. 200 
STP Imp. 235 
INT 4,500 
I NT 700 
Si? Imp, 800 
ST? l~1p. 2 ,290 

STP Imp. 175 

ST? Imp. 375 

STEP I 
Estimated Component arget 

Cost Dollars Award Grant 
-S~TE~P~1 "'s°"T°"E°'P=-;I 1'"'""'""'s'°"T=E~P~I l~I Oo te Do 11 a rs 

3 
6 

378 
165 

11 
135 
24 

225 
15 

18 
45 

112 

36 
18 
10 
6 

7 

135 
21 
24 

23 

5 
11 

11 

22 

l ,512 
605 

41 
495 

88 
8116 

55 

66 

160 

825 
132 
69 
38 
22 
25 

495 
77 

88 

252 
19 
41 

86 
176 

2'3 '309 
4 '730 

323 
3,870 

688 
13,929 

430 
516 

2,445 
6,563 
I ,032 

543 
302 
172 
203 

3,870· 

602 
688 

2,015 
151 

323 

u 
c 
c 
c 

·07-75 
c 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

07-75 
u 

07-75 
01-76 

u 
u 

u 
u 
u 

09-75 

8 

27 

7 
4 

s 

STEP 11 STEP 111 
Target iJrgct 
Award Grant A•tJard Grant 
Dote Dollars Dote Dollars 

08-75 
u 

06-75 
c 

01-76 
u 

10-75 
01-76 
09-75 
03-76 
04-76 
Ol-76 
02-76 

u 
12-76 
07-76 
10-75 
01-76 

09-75 
09-75 
01-76 
03-76 

lOR 12-75 

10-75. 
l ,890R 06-75 

os-75 
31 06-76 

12-75 
84 08-76, 

• 
8D3R 

52R . 05-76 
63 08-76 . 

153 09-76 
703R 

99 
6SR 07-75 

29 
17 

24R 06·76 
472R 

84R 03·76 
206R 03-76 

18R 07-76 
31 09-76 

65 
150 

18,899 
4, l 25R 

242 
3,375R 

516 

323 
. . 387 

1,834 

152 

516 
l ,511 

113 

242 

TOTAL 
Grant 
Dollars 

75 
150 

8,000» 

4' 125 
281 

3,375 
600 
803 
375 
450 

I ,987 
703 
126 

472 
36 
21 

176 
472 

600 

1'717 
131 

281 

. ' 
..... 

C"Jr:iulotivc 
io~o1 
Gran: 
Do 11.oirs 

28,912 

.29,062 
37,062 
41. 187 
41, 468 
44,84) 

45,443 
45,246 
46,621 
47,071 

. 49 '761 

49,837 
50,359 

50,416 
50,592 
51 ,064 

51'664 
53,381 

53.s12 
53,793 

· . 

iargct 
;.,,.,.rd 
Ozte 

10"76 

. 10-76 

· 10-76 

•10-76 

04-77 

Cl-77 

01-77 

06-77 

A.~.o·.:.r.t 

Do 1111~~ 
FY77+ 

10,446 

4,922 
774 

226 
129 

2,902 

szs 

52,2~5 

57, i63 
57,~~2 

I 

'1 • o• 0 ' ( .(1 

61,iZ!t 



r"rojc:ct 
\:·~·:-.bcr '. Prtori'ty 
:-~1c--- ~~-~er 

. 5.}:)-·;;07 

)J:3 

' ' . ~ ·1:> 

o--.. ; > 

!; 7 

49 
so 
51 

53 

57 
58 

59 
60 

61 
. 62 

63 
G!i 

65 
6G 
67 
65 

Cave Jl...'.nct ion 

.Juc~so;;vi 1 lc 

Pr;:ilric City 

Portl·Jnd (SS Relieving) 

?ortlur.d (Umati11~) 

L.:Gr.::nc!c-lsla.-ic. City 

Elgin 

Corva!lls·Crescent VJy. 

Port of Tillamook 6oy 
Scnslde 

A~:nsvillc 

Yoc.h i 11 

Tlll.s~ook City 
Dayton 

Sheridan•Wlllamlno 
A:1 i ty 

r,olal la 

Wocd~urnRGcrvats 

Lcbu;-.on 

Roc~~way 

Eligible 
Project 
Dcscriotion 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Do1 ia rs 

Si? imp. 300 

ST? lrr.p. 750 
I NT 300 

SiP, ltlT 330 

INT 3,500 
llH 288 

ST? Imp., INT 900 
STP Imp. 85 

I NT 1, 100 
11/T 400 

I NT Goo 
SiP Imp, 2,000 

I NT 400 
ST? Imp. 25 
STP Imp. 100 

STP Imp. 600 

STP Imp. 290 
STP Imp., I NT 300 

STP Imp. 200 

STP E'P. 300 
STP Imp., IN\ 800 

'srP Imp. 1,500 

ST? Imp. 300 

SHP I 
Estimated Component !Target 

Cost Dollars · ~11ord Grant 
STEP I STEP 11 STtP 111 >Date Dollars 

9 
22 

9 
10 

105 
8 

27 

3 

33 
12 

18 
60 
12 

l 

3 

18 
8 

9 
6 

9 
24 

45 

9 

33 
82 

33 
36 

385 
31 

99 

9 
12 l 

44 

66 

220 
44 

3 
11 

66 

32 

33 
22 

33 
88 

165 

33 

258 
646 
258 
284 

3,010 
249 

774 

73 
9I16 

344 

516 

r,no 
344 

21 . 
86 

516 

250 
258 
172 

253 

688 

1 ,290 

258 

09-75 
c 
u 
c 
u 
u 
u 

09-75 
. u 

l0-75 
u 

09-75 
u 

08-75 
u 

07-75 
07-75 
09-75 
08-75 

07-75 
u 
u 

7 

2 

45 

2 

6 

7 
4 

7 
18 

STEP 11 STEP 111 
~nrget 
fward Grant 
iDnte Dol L:irs 

IT~ rgct 
~t\h•a rd G rnn t 
!Do.te Doi I ors 

03-76 
u 

08-75 
u 
u 
u 

09-75 
04-76 

08-75 
04-76 

10-75 
05-76 

c 

01-76 
. 08-75 

12-75 
05-76 
07-76 
12-75 

04-76 

09-75 

07-75 

25 09-76 
09-75 

31R 05-76 
07-75 
10-75 
10-75 

94R 06-76 

7 
l !5R · 03·76 

33 09-76 

63R 05·76 
165 

09-75 

8 06-76 

63R 06·76 
24 06-76 

25 
17 

25 07-76 
66 

l57R 06-76 

31R 04·76 

193 
562R 

247R 
2,625R 

216R 

SS! 

710 
.. 253 

387 

300R 

65 

387 
187 

193 

194 

TOTAL 
Grant 
Doi J.Jrs 

225 
562 
225 
247 

2,625 
216 

675 

9 
825 

3CO 

450 
210 

300 

75 
450 
217 

32 
21 

225 
84 

l '125 
225 

Toto1 

54,013 

54,530 
54,805 
55,052 
57 ,677 
57,393 
58,568 

58 ,577 

59.702 

60' i 52 
60,362 
60,662 

60. 737 

6 ! '187 
61 ,404 

61 ,436 
61 ,457 

61 ,632 

61 '766 
02-,891 

63 '116 

•. 

iarsct 
Awurd 
D<.J~~ 

10-76 

10-76 

. 10-76 

05-77 
OG-77 

03-77 

193 
li!9 

516 

----·' ; .... "\,_ 



:C">jcc: 
.: -1~cr 
-\:1C---. 

:s 

' ' ,, 

?rlori ty 

'O o, 

70 
71 

72 

73 
H 
75 
75 

7i 

78 
i9 
30 

Sl 

82 

33 

86 
37 
33 

SJ 

91 

l!..o., 1 i c~nt 

Jefferson 

C<J0:-:o:i Bc.:lch 

Lincoln City 

Cot t~se Grove 

Creswcl 1 

Cal.ridge 

Scio 

Src·-:nsville 

Veneta 

Govt. Ca~p S.D. 

K. Falls Reg. (Co.) 

Hc-:-r.:: s ton 

Chiloquin 

Ontario 

Hines 

1-:•J:i ti ;:g ton 

e.:=kcr 

Jose~h 

Ent:c:-pri sc 

Dufur 

Lake Os 1 ... •c90-Hi 1 li!~Cttc 

La~;sh Vi 1 lo'.lge 

North Cend 

Eli 9 i b le 
Project 

'iJcscriptfon 

STP, INT 

STP Imp. 

Ph.JSC I 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

Si? Imp. 

ST? Imp. 

STP Imp. 

ST? Exp. 

STP Imp. 

ST? 

STP 

STP Imp. 

STP Imp. 

Cl 2 
Cl 2 
STP lrtp. 

ST? Imp. 

STP Imp. 

ST? Imp. 

I ~JT 

PIT 

STP Imp. 

Estimated 
Totol 
Cost 
Dol 1 ars 

400 

3.00 

·., 200 

1,000 
400 

300 
150 
300 

400 
Goo 

2,200 

300 
Goo 
300 

30 

30 

150 
600 

540 

75 
870 
127 
250 

STEP I 
Estimated Component ~a1·9ct 

Cost Do1 l.:;!rS /~ward 
SiEP I STEP 11 STEP 111 ;~ate 

12 44 344 07-75 

9 
6 

30 
12 

9 
4 

9 
12 
18 
66 

9 
18 

9 

1 

5 

18 

16 
2 

26 
4 

7 

33 
22 

110 
44 
33 
16 

33 
44 
66 

242 

33 
66 

33 

.3 
3 

16 

66 

59 
8 

95 
14 

27 

258 07-7r; 

172 c 
860 

344 
258 
130 
258 
344 
516 

1 ,892 
258 
516 

258 
26 

26 

129 

516 
464 

65 

749 
109 
216 

u 
08-75 

09-75 
'08-75 

u 
U· 
u 

07-75 
u 
c 
u 
u 
c 
u 

08-75 

08-75 

09-75 
c 
c 
u 

Gron t 
Dollars 

9 

7 

9 

7 
3 

50 

13 
12 

2 

STEP 11 STEP I I I 
!Target ~c:irgct ~""rd 

[Do tc 
Grant 
Dol I a rs 

!Award Grunt 
!D.Jtc Doll.nrs 

04-76 33 

02-76 25 

09-75 
02-76 
02-76 
04-76 

21R 04-76· 

l05R 

33 

25 
01-76 12 
09-75 

u 
u 

09-75 
06-75 

07-75 
u 
u 

11-75 
04-76 

31R 03-76 
10-75 
07-75 

31R 04-76 
63R 06-76 
31R 06-76 

06-75 

05-75 
16R oG-76 

50 

02-76 6 
. u 

c 
07-75 

D6"75 
07-75 

26R 12-75 

129 

194 
300R 

, · 450R 

194 

387 
194 
22R 

22R 

97 

652R 

95R 
161 

.. 

TOTAL ioto 1 
Gra:it Gront 
Doll.nrs DolL1:-s 

42 63, 153 
32 63, 190 

i50 63,340 
105 63,4;;5 

42 63,487 

32 63,519 

15 63,53!+ 
225 .. 63,759 

300 64,059 

450 64' 509 
50 64 ,559 

225 64 '734 
450 "65,234 
225 65,459 

22 65,431 

22 65,503 
112 65,615 

63 65,67.8 
12 65,690 
8 65,693 

652 GG,350 

95 66,445 
187 66,632 

.. 

, io;gct 
A .... ·ord 
021~~ . 

03-77 

10-76 

10-76 

10-76 

10-76 

11-76 

06-77 

12-7~ 

06~77 

10-76 

,.. .. ~ .. ... 
y' .., .. .. 

193 

193 

57 

i ,6cp 

3S2 
48 

....... - .. 
'·~· "'-' 

' . 
6.4. i 2?. 

I 

6~.)7~ 

65,C2t 
,_ 2"' 
o;i , If 

65.4if 

65,5GJ 

67 ti 6~ 

.... c. , .. 
0/ ~ .... -t.) 

67,5;~ 



Estimated STEP I STEP I I STEP I 11 

i'riority Project Cost Cost Dollars Aw,:ird Grant Av.1.:lrd Grunt w.;::rd Grant Grzin:: 

Cu:":":ul,:it!vc 

•. 

Tcrgct 
A•t>.'wrC 

A-:-.cunt Eligible Totui Estim.oitcd Component 1Tur9ct ITurgct T.:irgct TOT/;,L 

CR;.;~.:i-•··- ~·~..:'":".bcr A''licc;iit Dc'3cript!on Doliars STEP I STEP II ST:'.:P Ill iD.:ite Doll.Jrs !Date Doilors ,Date Doll.:irs Do11urs Dcli.:irs D·0>tc FY77"'7- !:vi7 .... 
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- ~, ' 
)-• 

::: ~ ) 

~· ··-
52 3 

p ~ i ..,.__, .. 

.. "' 
:, 3 7 
I ., ( 

"·· ; 

.., .. ' 
) :·. :..1 

, ... , 
- ., .~ 

'··.·' 

~·),) 

35 

97 

iOO 

101 

102 

1i1 
. ~ .., 
I I" 

No~:h Albo~y S.D. 

St. Poul 

L.Oswcso (H~rvcy Way) 

L.Cswcso (Terr<:lcc) 

L.O~we;o (Evergreen) 

!NT 

STP, INT 

I NT 

INT 

INT 

L.Osv1cso (l0kcvic\·1) lt~T 

Clack2mas County ST? !mp. 
:::r:oc'oc'cndron-Wc: 1 schcs 

Coburg STP, I NT 

C.ooricstoo-Sorvic•,, S.D. INT 

GI idc-ldlcyld STP, INT-

Hcst Li.nn (L.lu,:JJ<Jtin). INT 

sr.;JCy Cove STP, 'I NT 

,1.\cr~ in-Col. l/.Ji icy STP, !NT 

V~unJ-Wcst~ort SPT, INT 

1'1.u 1 t. Co. ( ! nvcrncss /18) ! Ni 

G~eshc~ (Ruby Jun~tion) INT 

Colu:;i'.Ji~ City 

Cove 

:..~kcsidc 

l~T 

STP Imp. 

STP, 1 Ni 

1 ,800 

300 
1,50 

200 

100 

300 
200 

400 

I ,COO 
1, 100 

1 ,200 
266 

300 
I ,000 

225 

1'000 
500 

· r;soo 
200 

soo 
zoo 

1'000 

)0 i 26 1 ,641f c 
9 

13 
6 

3 

9 
6 

12 

30 

33 

36 
8 

24 

30 
6 

30 

15 
45 

6 

24 

6 

30 

33 . 
49 
22 

11 

33 
22 
44 

110 
121 

132 

29 
88 

110. 

25 
110 

55 
165 

22 

88 

22 

110 

258 
388 

172 
86 . 

09 -75 7 

258 

172 

344 

u 
u 
u 
w 

U' 

u 

860 08-75 
946 u 

1 ,032 u 
229 u 
688 u 
860 08-75 

194 09-75 
860 07-75 

430 u 
1 ,290 09-75 

172 08-75 

688 08-75 

172 07-76 

860 07-75 

22 

22 

5 
22 

33 
4 

18 

4 
22 

07-75 117R 
02-76 24 

08-75 
08-75 

08-75 
08-75 
08-75 
04-75 

02-76 
u 

12-75 
08-75 
12-75 
01-76 
01-76 

02-76 
u 

02-76 
02-76 

02-76 

01-76 

47R 03-76 
21R Oi-76 
IOR 01-76 
31R 01·76 
21R 01-76 

42R 

33 08-76 .. 

06-75 
126R 

28R 02-76 
84R 05-76 

83 06-76 

19 06-76 
83 08-76 

03-76 
124 

16 

66 

83 

290 

65 
194 

129 

645 
825R 

172 
516 
645 
145 

645 
375R 

117 

31 

337 

150 

75 
225 

66,780 

67, Ii 7 
67,267 

67,567 
150 67,717 
42 67,759 

750 68 ,509 
825 69 ,334 

126 69,460 

200 69, 6Go 

600. 70 ,260 

750 71,010 
i69 71,179 

750 71,929 
375 72,304 

157 72 '461 
20 72,431 

8~ 72,5G5 

4 72,569 

105 72 .. 674 

10-76 

12-76 

10-76 

12·76 

10-76 
10-76 

01-77 

10-76 

,. ::i L'"' ,, 
u;:. ' '·~ .', 

.... 1, ... ' 
f I 1-., /. I 



r-:-..:ij~et 
~~ ,!.--~::! r 
£_-.'.ijQ--'· 

. ', .. ~v 

!i~) 

53!t 

~~,, . ' 

?riori ty 
X1..';""\'.J~r 

1 14 

115 
115 

117 
118 

119 
120 

121 

122 

1 Z3 

! :!4 

125 

125 

127 

128 

129 

130 

132 

133 

134 

135 

~er.cs City 

Pacific City S.D. 

~.-;;:i l ct on 

Higr:.·1ay 101 s.o. 
Florence 

Turner 

Aurore1 

~c·,:cerg (~ortnwcst) 

Cor.0·1 · . 

Aloony (Northcost) 

Lzpinc 

Mi 11 City 

Suttc F'al1S 

El ig ib I c 
Project 
Dcscrip~ion 

STP, INT 

ST?, INT 

ST?, INT, 
INT 

ST? lrnp. 

STP, I NT 

ST?, INT 

ST?, INT 
INT 

INT 

!Ni 

INT 
STP, INT 
ST?, INT 
ST?, !Ni 

Estimated 
TOt<ll 
Cost 
Doi !ors 

600 
500 

600 
200 

70 
800 

800 
400 

170 
200 

Tvrin ,qocks S.O. (6arvlew) INT 

1 ,JOO 

600 
300 

1 ,COO 

500 
200 

S.W.Lincoln co.S.D. 
?.o~ds E:id s.o .. 
St. Helens 

.~err ill 

KcGoc Point 

S is~crs 

ST? Imp., INT 2,200 
INT 300 
STP lrnp., INT 240 

ST? Imp. 100 
SJ?, INT 280 

STP ~ !Ni 400 
Cor::icl-Foulwcathcr S.O. ST?, llff 1,500 

STEP I 
Est!moted Component Target 

Cost Doi !ors A;iard Gront 
"s="TE"'P,--,-1 "'"s°"'T"'t:""P"'-7'1 1""'"'"'°'s'°'T'""E"""P-,..,I 1"'""1 1 "ate Do 11 us 

18 

15 
18 
6 
2 

24 
24 
12 

5 
6 

33 
18 

9 

30 
15 

6 
66 

9 
7 

3 
8 

lZ 

45 

66 

55 
66 
22 
8 

88 
88 
44 
I 8 

?2 
121 

66 

33 
110 

55' 
22 

242 

33 
26 
I! 

30 
44 

165 

516 
430 
516 
172. 
60 

688 
688 
344 
147 
172 
946 
516 
258 
860 

430 
172 

1 ,892 
258 
207 

86 
242 

344 
1,290 

07-75 
07-75 

u 
10-75 
08-75 

u 
07-75' 

u 
u 
u 
u 

08-75 
10-75 . 
10-75 

u 
u 
u 

08-75 
08-75 
08-75 
10-75 
09-75 
07-75 

13 
11 

18 

13 
6 

22 

7 

5 
2 

6 

9 

33 

STEP 11 STEP 111 
To rgct 
A1·1ard Gront ITJ rgct 

Av1ard Gr<'.lnt 
•Date Do1 l;~r5 IDote Doll ors 

09-76 

01-76 
06-76 
05-76 
02-76 
10-75 
11-75 
10-75 
10-75 

10-75 
11-75 
Ol-76 
03-76 
05-76 
08-75 
10-75 
10-75 
12-75 
02-76 
02-76 
06-76 
02-76 
02-76 

50 
41 07-76 

63R 
17 
6 

84R 06-76 
66 
42R 
17R 03•76 
21R 03·76 

I 15R 

5.0 
25 
83 

52R 05-76 
2 IR 04-76 

231R 09-76 
25 06·76 
20 

8 

23 

33 
124 

323 

516 

110 
129 

323 
129 

I ,419 

193 

TOTAL 
Grant 
Doi la rs 

Cu:'lu 1 o ti vc 
Tota 1 
Gr.:int 

63.72,737 

375 73,112 
63 73,175 
21· 73,196 

7 73,203 
600 73,803 

84 73,887. 
42 73,929 

127 74,056 
150 74,206 
115 74,321 
63 74,384 

·31 74.~i5 

.10s 74,520 

375 74' 895 
150 75,045 

1,650 76,695 

225 76. 920 

25 76,945 

10 75,955 

29 76,934 

42 77 ,026 
157 77,183 

Torset 
Aw;; rd 
:i.: '.:c 

03-77 

12-76 
12-76 
10-i6 

10-76 

10·76 

10-76 

10-75 
02-77 
12-76 

10-75 

03-77 
01-77 

10-76 

G ~~n~ 
A.--:o~ri t 
Coi i.;,rs 
FY7'7.f: 

··-1? 

7C~ 

3SV 
1S? 
64? 

'..,. ,.,_ 
FV7i-:-

- ... i -.-,.., 
I)·,, I;:.:; 

..,.) .. -,..: 
I ;I,,:,,, ..... 

! 

--1 '"'r-, 

I ",.:.·;;I 
..,,, I -•"I 
JC~';;·-

75~65i 

75;7;: 

i3 ,.137 



?.::i;c 7 

i';-cJ~ct 
. ::~·::er Priority 
C-blo--~ ~c-~cr 

~;o 

~~-1 

552 

553 

' --... ,. ,' 

137 
138 

139 

i~O 

1~! 

' 142 

1!;3 

144 

153 

A;'.)plicn:it 

6oy-to-Bay S.D. 
rolls ciw 

Pri~evi11c' 
(Loughlin·Mclroso) 

Crescent 

l;k i a!i 

Sc;..p~cr 

Juiit;:ra 

Sil v~rton 

Hillsboro (WcstsJ~c) 

Wi lso"vi l lc (Socc~Mn) 
S.:;nc!y 

Po·,.;c rs 

8Jocon (Joh.oson) 

Sco::s Xills 

Detroit 

E 1 ig i b I c 
Project 
Dcscriotion 

STP, INT 

Si?, I NT 

STP, I NT. 

STP, INT 

!!IT 

Estimated 
Total 
Cost 
Coi lwrs 

1,800 
500 
600 
180 

635 

ST?, INT 300 
STP Imp. 800 
ST?, INT . 200 

ST?, I NT 80 

Si? I mp. 300 

STP Automation 300 
INT. 200 

ll<T 250 
STP !mp. 150 

I NT 250 

HP, INT 700 
STP, INT 700 

STEP I STEP I I SiEP I 11 
ffurget Estimated Component ~argot 1argct 

Cost Doi lars r;ward Grant Award Grant 
STEP I STEP II STEP Ill :Date Dollars' •Dote Dollars 

0ward Grant 
:D<'.lte Doi iu:-s 

54 
15 
18 

5 
19 

9 
24 

6 

2 

9 
9 
6 

7 
4 

7 
21 
21 

198 

55 
66 
20 
70 

33 
88 

22 

9 

33 
'3 3 
22 

27 

16· 
27 
77 
77 

1 ,548 
430 

516 

155 
546 

u 
09-75 
07-75 

u 
u 

258 08-75. 

688 u 
172 01-76 

69 01-76 
258 09-75 
258 08-75 
172 09-75 
216 08-75 
130 07-75 . 
216 08-75 

602 08-75 
602 08·75 

11 

13 

4 
2 

7 
6 

4 

5 

3 

5 
16 
16 

11-75 
03-76 
01-76 
01-76 
10-75 

04-76 
02-76 

03-76 

12-75 
01-76 

10-75 
01-76 
02-76 
04-76 
02·76 

189R 

41 
50 
19R 

66R 05·76 

25 
84R 

24 

25 05-76 
17 06-76 

21 04·76 

12 07-76 
21 

58 

58 

410 

194 

129 
161 

97 

.•. 

Cur:iulotivc 
TOTAL 
Groot 
Ooliurs 

Totwl Target 
G!"'c:nt 
A~ount 
Co~ ~.or~ Gr.J:ii: /..Wi'!.':'C 

~ollnrs Dute 

189 77 ,372 

52 77,424 

63 77,437 
19 77,506 

476 77,982 

31 73,013 

.84 78,097 

4 73, I 0 I 

2 7B, 103 

31 78' 134 
225 78, 353 

150 73,509 
1s7 7a,'696 

112 78,SOS 
26 78 ,834 

74 78,903 

74 78 .• 932 

10-i& 
10-76 
10-76 

11-76 

1 '16 i 

03-77 19~ 

01-77 51~ 

10-76 143 

03-77 5$ 
11·76 .1~~ 

. . 

10·76 1GZ 

11-76 451 

02·77 451 

s::: i j ~~ 
I 

1 

e1 ,22.s 
' 

e1 ,'3;J 
,.. , I:: · .• 
Cl ' ,1 .... - ) 



.,. 

•.· 

orva 11 'is 

latsk«nie 

rook·ings 

ma ti 11 a-Mc~lary 

ulver 

etarts-Oceanside 

nion 

.ed\'/ood S. D. 

i:ui tdu 1 e-fla rbcc k 

Project 
Heed 

Pofots 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

* 

* 
* 

.enc! 1000 

:edmond 1000 

·aster Mid1"1ay 1000 

'ortland (Gertz-Schmeer) 1000 

·errebonne 1000 

IS/\ (Fanno-Phuse 5) 

ISA (\-Jillo\'I Cr. 3rd 
Phase) 

ti ddl e 

~seburg (Metro-Reg.) 

!inston-Green (Reg.) 

:unyonvil le 

John Oily 

lt. Vernon 

lillsboro-Irrigation 

.ong Creek 

* Previously certified 

800 

800 

800 

800 

800 

BOO 

BOO 

800 

700 

700 

NEEDS PRIO~ITY RANKitlG 

River 
Emphasis Segment 
Points Points 

----'-

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

80 

100 

100 

77 

77 

73 

73 

73 

73 

68 

68 

77 

68 

Project Step 
Type Stutus 
Point_~ ___ Po"i_n_ts 

,- ,: 

B 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

1 

2 

1 

1 

3 

Total 
Points 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

1000 

978 

978 

976 

976 

975 

974 

970 

959 

888 

831 

Priority 
f!umber 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18. 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 . 

24 



" 

Project River Project Step 
Need Emphasis Scgm.:;nt Type Statr1s TotaT . Priority 

~>rJ.Jcc.cac...n_t ________ P_o i nt.·-"-s __ f_'o int·_ s_· __ Poi n ts_. __ Poi n tc.cs __ . Point ~ __ Poi n t_s __ fl.~1rnbc ;:_ 

ISi\ (Rock Creek) STP 

'ort 1 und (Tryon) 

l~rri sburg 

ISi\ (Rock Creek) Int. 

lonmouth-Independence 

.ugene-Spri ngfi el d 

:orvallis Airport 

ISi\ (Lol'ier Tualatin) 

JS,l\ (Upper Tualatin) 

rri-City - County 

le1·1berg:oundee 

.:lac kamas Co. S. D. fll 

Junct·i on City 

:ugen e I\ i rport 

·laupin 

:ugene (Eastside) 

:orvallis Mobile Part 

;1endal e 

Sutherlin 

Eagle Point 

Gold llil l 

Cave Junction 

Goardman 

Jacksonvi 11 e 

Prtdrie City 

Portland (SE Relieving) 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

700 

!'O 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 

90 
90 

90 

90 

90. 

90 

90 

90 

90 

: 

77 

76 

76 

77 

76 

76 

'76 

77 

77 

76 

76 

76 

76 

76 

74 

76 

76 

73 

72 

71 

71 

Tl 

Ci9 

71 

GB 

Ci9 

10 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

10 

8 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

880 

879 

879 

8711 

878 

·878 

878 

878 

878 

878 

877 

877 

877 

877 

876 

876 

87G 

875 

874 

874 

873 

873 

872 

872 

870 

870 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 

43 

44 

45 

46 

47 

48 

49 

50 



Project R i ve1· Project Step 
lleed Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priol'i ty 

1P-.1.i.~a n t Points Points Points Points Points Points llu:nhC!r 

'ortland (Umatilla) 700 . 90 69 8 3 870 51 
.. 

.<iGrande -Isl and City 700 90 67 10 2 [l69 .52 

:Jgfo 700 90 67 10 1 868 53 

:orvallis-Crescent Vly. 700 BO 76 8 2 8G6 54 

lammond 700 80 69 8 1 858 55 

'ort of Til 1 amook Bay 700 90 57 > 8 1 . 856 5G 

)eas i de 700 90 54 10 1 855 57 

!heeler (Addend~m to 700 80 62 8 3 853 58 
NTCS/'. Grant) 

\umsvi1 le 700 90 48 10 1 8119 59 

ia.mhil 1 700 90 . 46 10 3 849 60 

ril lamook City 700 80 57 10 1 848 61 

)aytcin 700 90 46 10 1 847 62 

Sheridan-Wil 1 amina 700 90 46 10 1 8lf7 63 

~ity 700 90 46 10 1 8!f7 64 

Molalla 700 90 44 10 2 846 65 

Woodburn~Gervais 700 90 45 10 1 84G 66 

Lebanon 700 90 42 10 2 844 67 

Rockal':ay 700 90 41 10 2 843 68 

Jeff crson 700 90 t12 10 1 843 69 
. 

Cannon Beach 700 90 • 41 ·10 1 842 70 

Lincoln City 700 90 41 8 3 842 71 

Cott119e Grove 700 90 t10 10 1 841 72 

Cresw~ll 700 90 40 10 1 8'l l 73 

Oakridqe 700 90 39 10 1 81\0 711 

Scio 700 90 35 10 1 "836 75 



P1'oj ect River Proj cct Step 
!Iced Emphasis Segment Type Status Total Priority 

~l ic_011t Points Pofots Points Poi 11 ts Points Points Nu111bcr ------- ---
11·01·111svil le 700 90 33 10 2 835 76 

rc;neta 700 90 32 10 .J 835 17 

;ovcrnmcnt Camp S.D. 700 90 30 10 3 833 78 

:lmnath Fall Reg.(Co.) 700 90 2a 10 2 830 79 

!erori ston 700 90 26 /10 2 828 80 

:hiloquin 700 90 25 10 2 827 81 

)ntario 700 90 24 10 2 826 82 

lines 700 90 23 TO 2 825 83 

lunt i ngton 700 90 7 10 2 809 84 

laker 700 90 7 10 2 809 85 

Joseph 700 90 6 10 1 807 86 

:nterpdse 700 90 6 10 l 807 87 

luf ur 700 90 1 10 1 802 88 .. 
.ake Oswego-Willamette 600 100 76 8 3 787 89 

.abi sh Vi 11 age 600 100 76 8 3 78/ 90. 

forth !lend 600 90 75 10 l 776 91 

forth Albany S.D. 600 90 76 8 2 776 92 

forth Plains 600 80 77 10 l 768 93 

it. Paul 600 80 76 10 1 767 94 

.ake · Osv1ego (Harvey \lay) 600 80 76 8 3 767 95 

.ake Os1·1ego (Terrace) 600 BO • 76 ·8 3 767 96 

.ake Os1·1ego (Evergreen) 600 80 76 8 3 767 97 

'.a ke Os 1·1eg o ( Lakcvi c1·1) 600 80 76 8 3 767 98 

:lackamas Co.-(Rhoda- 600 90 66 10 1 767 99 
Helsches) 

Coburg 600 80 76 10 1 767 100 



Project River Project Step 
Need E1;1p!wsis Segment Type Status Total PriorHy 

~LJPl.:...:ll..:.ic"-'a::..:n..:..t _____ ___:_Po1_!!!._s __ Poi n:.=-ts=-· __ 1:.-='ofo ts.'--· _ Poi11.:c..ts=---'--Poi nts=---'-Poinl:s tlu~1bcr 

,. 
Charl eston-l:lurvi c\·/ S, D. 

G'l ide-Idcl,Yl d 

lies t Linn (Lo1·1er 
Tuill.:itin) 

Shady Cove 

Merl "in-Col. Valley 

BCl/S,!\-(Central Point) 
(Hestside) 

Hauna-Hestport 

Multnomah County 
(Inverness #8) 

Gresham (Ruby Junction) 

Columbia City 

Cove 

Biggs Jtmction 

ta·kes ide 

Dunes City 

Pacif"ic City S.D. 

Mapleton 

1ligh1·my 101 S.D. 

Florence 

Turner 

Aurora 

Donald 

flc1·1bcr9 ( N\I) 

Canby 

Albany (tlE) 

Tangent 

Lapine 

GOO 

600 

600 

GOO 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 . 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

600 

60.0 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 . 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80 

80. 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

50 

75 

72 

75 

71 

71 

71 

69 

69 

69 

69 

67 

69 

63 

63 

56 

5'1 

57 

54 

• 48 . 
45 

76 

76 

76 

76 

76 

74 

8 

10 

8 

. 10 

10 

8 

10 

8 

8 

8 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

10 

3 

3 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

l 

2 

l 

1 

2 

2 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

1 

7GG 101 

755 102 

76S 103 

763 10'1 

763 105 

761 106 

760 107 

760 l 08 

758 109 

·753 110 

758 111 

758 112 

754 113 

754 114 

747 115 

7~.6 116 

746 117 

745 . 118 

740 119 

737 120 

737 121 

737 122 

735 123 

735 124 

735 125 

735. 126 
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Project River Project ·step ''\'I 
, 

Ile eel Emphasis Segment Type Status· · Total Pri ol'i ty 
.pp 1 ic3!]1 t Points Points Points Points Points Points !lumber . 

i\11 City 600 80 42 10 . 1 733 127 

>trttc Fa ·11 s 600 50 71 10 2 733 128 

\·fin Roc!:s $.D. (!larvi C\!) 600 80 41 8 3 732 129 

i\I tincoln Co. s.o. 600 80 41 8 2 731 130 

:oads Encl S. D. 600 80 41 8 2 73·1 131 

it. Helens 600 50 69 8 2 729 132 

ierril 1 ( E. Merrill) 600 90 26 10 1 727 133 

lodoc Point 600 80 28 10 1 719 134 

>isters 600 80 15 10 2 707 135 

:armel~Foulweather S.D. 600 50 41 10 .2 703 136 

lay-to-flay S.D. 600, 50 41 8 2 7Di 137 

'alls City 600 50 35 10 1 696 . 138 

~onanza · 600 50 26 10 1 687 139 . 

\clrian 600 50 24 10 1 685 140 

'rinevill o (Laughlin- 600 50 15 8 2 675 141 
Mel rose) 

:res cent 600 50 11 10 1 672 l '12 

Jkiah 600 50 10 10 2 672 lf13 

>umptor · 600 50 7 10 1 663 144 

Juntura 600 50 7 10 1 668 llf5 

Sil vcrton 400 90 45 10 1 546 146 

·lillsboro(R&D-Westsidc) 400 50 77 10 1 538 147 

llil sonvi11c (floccbnan) 400 50 76 8 2 536 148 

Sandy 400 50 66 8 3 527 149 

PO\'/Cl'S 400 50 51 10 1 512 150 

~and on ( ,Johns~n) 400 50 52 8 1 511 151 

Scotts Mill 400 50 45 10 1 506 152 

Detroit 1100 50 42 10 1 503 1 G3 
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:J~ .• ~..J.:..·.;;w~..:.;o,;,i/~ 1234 S.W. MORRISON STREET<> PORTLAND, ORE. 97205 ° Telephone (503) 229-5696 

TOM McCALL To: Environmental Quality Cor'.r:iission 
GOVEJ;::NOR 

It A. t.\tPHllllPS 
Chairm.:n, f/1tl-'innvil!r. 

Gr.ACE S. PHINNEY 
Corvallis 

JACKLYN l. HALLOCK 
Porlfond 

From: Director 

Subject: Agenda Item Ho. E, April 25, 1')75, EQC r~ccting 

MDRR1s K. cRonERs Backnround 
Salem ~! 

RONALD /.\. SO.'.\ERS 
The Dalles 

kESSlEP. P.. CANNON 
Dim cf or 

,T, 
•./> '.\ 

11,,-\ 
\ .. 

(·1>11L1i11~ 

i:r'('(I J, .. f 
t,\.1t.~1 i,11~ 

Public Lm·1 92-500 authorizes 75'.; federal ~1r1rnts for con­
struction of eligible se\'1eril9e faci1itics. This la\·! and the 
implementing rules adopted by EPA require the state to aC:ort 
a criteria for prioritizing needs for grant funding considera­
tion. This state priority criteria nust then l~r. unnrovr.d by 
EPA. Fo1lov1ing adopt'ion and approval o.f the llriority critedil, 
the state must annually develop a orioritizecl project list 1\nd 
adopt it following a public hearing. 

DEQ l1as been operating uncler nriority criteria ap~rovcd 
by the EQC in 1973. Since th2t tir.~2. Federal rules, reriuirr;­
ments and interpretations have been constantly chan~1in0. \·!c 
have no\'! reached a point 1·1hcre the oriority criteria r:ust he 
modified in order to get grant projects movin9. 

Federal regulations (CFR t;O., Section 35.<115) establish 
the areas of national concern \':hich must be acdressed in the 

-priority criteril, including " ..• the scvr~rity of pollution pl'O­
blems, the popul atlon affected, the need for rreserv11tion of 
high qu11lity 1·1uters and national priorities as 1·1ell 11s total 
funds aV'1ilable, project and treat>..C'nt \·!Orks sequence and 
aclditiona l factors established by the St<Jte .... " 

Attachment I conta'ins th!:' Dcrartmcnt' s proposed ne1·1 
priority criteria. Explanution and discussion of the com­
ponents is as follows: 

This cl.assificiltion identifies the Vilri.ous l·!ilter 
pollution rclilted conditions or sittwtions for 11hich il 
sc1·1erilqc• construct-ion 11roject 'is ilnticip<ited to be the 
!Jest ccono:~lic illll! env·ironr:1cnt~lly ur11ro1ir1<1tf! solution. 

~1 
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The catcqorics l'lithin this clussification arc ranked to 
reflect natio11al ancl state water poll11tion and water 
quality re 1 a ted pub 1 i c hea lt!i rriorit i cs. 

(a) Se\·1cra9e facilities required by the l'.anc!atory 
Annexntion legislation (nrs 2~~.) an~ tl1e Drill 
.llolc Elin1inution P.cgul;1tions (OM: Cha1'ter 3t.O 
Section 11'1-00S ct seq.) occury.thc hi9'.ir.st rlilce 
in the :lccds category <ind arc nu1;1erically assio,-
ncd 1000 points. The need for sewerage facilities 
in each case is surported by srecifically-ic!entificc! 
problems for 1.'hich stron~i regulatory actions haVC' 

. been taken by DEQ or the Sta tc f!ca 1th Division pur­
suant to 1 a1·1. 

The mandatory anncxat ion 1 a1·1 provides for a 
public health survey of prol:·lem areas, a certi­
fication of existence of a health hazard e1~er9ency, 
a forced anncxat"ion of ti~e prohleri area to the 
adjacent city, and an order to the city to construct 
a se1"1age collection and interceotion facility to 
eliminate the public health l1azard. 

Jn l9G~. the EQC found the practice of dis­
posal of sewage into rock crevices through ''drill 
holes", which is used in Central Qre~on, to be a 
serious ground water pollution threat and adorted 
regulations requiring an orderly phase out of all 
drill holes by 1980. The Federal Hater Pollution 
Control Adciinistration (now EPA) sunoorted the 
action of the Cammi ss ion. Tota 1 SC'\'ff:ra[Jc sys tens 
must be constructed in sev.eral cor.r1unities to 
a chi eve com pl i a nee 1:i th the regulations. 

The Federal Act (PL 92-S~n) providing sewerage 
works grant authority to EPA allo\':s the use of 
grant funds not only for "treatment vmrl:s" as 
usually connoted, but also for se~age collection 
systems, storr:1':mter collection and trcatr~cnt systems, 
and other related collection and treatment facilities. 
To elate, actual use of funds has been li1nitcd by DEQ 
(1'1ith EPA concurrence c:nd apnroval) to se\'!a(]e treat­
ment plants, najor interceotors and rur10ino stations, 
and plant outfall SC\':ers. This \•!aS intended to rial'.e 
the best direct pollution ahatcnent use of the limited 
grant funds which \'/ere avc.ilable. This approach is 
still the best efficient ovc;rall use of the funds. 
llo\'lever, it is highly desirable to be ahlo to extend 
eligibility to sC\':age collection systems 1·1here such are 
required by Mandatory f,nn<Cxiltion proceec!in~is 2nc! re­
gulations for elimination of drtll hole sewage dis­
posal in ul'liiln areus. Since such rrojects arc of 
substantiill water a11ality control and critical 
public.health concern, 11nd usu<!lly urc lwmpered 
in irnple~1entation by inordinately hi9h project. 
costs, it is·proposr,d thut, in this cuter,ory only, 
where it is spocificully su:'rortet! by ill'fll'Orriate 



.. 

b. 

•' 
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'"""'' 
docun:cntution, the sc1·1a\:c c.ollection systcw; be 
included in the 9rant eligible project costs. 

The next highest catc9ory of need involves 
those ri v::rs and strean:. \'!i10sc 1:.itcr qua 1 i ty is 
protected Ly l!atcr Quuli'~y stundards. · FiJcilitir:s 
necessary to achiev~ cw.,.,lioncC' lllth 1·1utcr quality 
standards or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation wo11ld be rcilson for annlying ~n0 roints 
to the project proposed. For ex<inmk, l·!iltc1-
qual ity stanclurds arc prEscntly cxcredr.c! in the 
South llmpqua, the Puc!c1ir:0, the Jo!in Day anrl tl:c 
Tualatin Rivers durin\: tho dry l'll:uthcr, lm·1-flo\1 
periods. This is attributable in part to the 
discl1argc of domestic 11aste 11aters and Hill be imrrovcr; 
by providing a higher quality of effluent. 

The third "Meed" category, 1·mrth 7'10. points, 
relates to facilities rer;uired .to coPoly 1·!'ith an 
effluent or minimum treatoent requirement srclled 
out hy regulation, permit, order or other specific 
directive. Such minimum standards arc usually 
designed to protect r.igh ouality v1aters or pre­
vent degradation of existing qu~lity. 

The fourth catc~:;ory of need, 1•mrtil ('[)I) . 
points, is of cons~derable significance more be­
cause of its widespread occurre11ce than from its 
measurable instrean pollution. impact. "(his is the. 
"Non-Point Sourer." disc:1c:rge affecting ground 
and surface \'later. In ma~y Crr.gon c0Gr1uniti es, 
the surface discharge frc::i fail"inq clruinfield 
systems has definite health and 1·1ater pollution 
ramifications. Tl1e occurrence of enteric oraan­
isms in ditches and drai1'.2~r. ways has the effect 
of threatening the heRlU: of ei1tih: communities I 

as lvell as impacting in s~ream 1·:ute1' quality. High 
groundwater, constant subsurface disposal system 
leacl1ing and uncovered drainage ditches in urbanizing 
areas combine to provide the potential for serious 
illness in a c01rrnunity if the proble11~s rema"in io,nored. 
The potential is particulerly acute when sl1allow pri­
vate 1·1ater v:ells are utilized. These arc often con­
structed witf1out proper casing anc! well seals, and 
provide a passa0e for contami11ated water to reac!1 
the shall0\·1 ground 1:atcr aquifers. Thus, irrepur­
uble harm and w1ter polll!tion can occur frrn'• this 
com111on problem. It has been difficult in the rust 
to document the health hazt:rc! aspect of these prob­
lems to the satisfaction of EPA. r:y rcclcfinin~: the 
category to i.ncluce clocuc-.rnt<:ble effect on surface 
or undcr9round 11aters; it is horc:d EPA's concerns 
c'<rn be sat is n eel. 

A ~00 noint catcr1ory !1as been clesionatcd to deal 
with those i nstanccs i+,c'ri; 1'1<1tcr poll utfon <1hater1cnt 
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1s not an immediate concern, but 1·1hcrc exrcriencc 
and technical inforr~ation project an urr<ircnt future 
problem. This 110uld rel2te to !]ro· .. iing, unsr11crc·d 
communities in such are~s as lukesidcs, flood plains, 
or rocky terrain . 

Reciulatorv Emphasis 
"-""'-"-"-'-~~ -~----

A second level classification for serarating projects 
\·1ith'in a priority system involves the level of interest of 
the re9ulatory a9encies involvf~d. This allm·1s a relative 
ranking of rrojccts \'lithin a specific need catc9ory, and 
emphasizes those projects whose r~pid progress is most 
urgently needed. These are shown below along with point 
designations for the .sub-grouping. 

a. Environmental Quality Co:cnission 
Order or Regulation: 10~ points 

b. DEQ issued Permit: 90 points 

c. Letter directive, pre1icinary plann'\ng approval or 
project ~uthorization: 80 points 

d. Other positive 1·1ritten response by the Department 
or Commission related to the desirability of·the 
project: 50 point·s. 

3. Stre1un SeC]ment Rankinci 

As a result of the passage of PL .92-500, tl1e federal 
"government through EPI\ rec:uires the state to submit an t.nnuc~l 
Strategy for Hater Quality Control activities and el!lphasis 
during the following fiscal year. A part of .this strategy 
is a ranking of the stream seg2ents. based on: 

a. Severity of pollution 

b. Population affected 

c. Need fol~ preservatfon of high quality 1·1aters 

d. National prior{ties: 

Inasmuch as these are exactly the concerns outlined in tl1e 
federal regulations for project oriority assiqnments, the 
Stream Segment flanking r:1ay be directly utilized in these 
criteria. 

In 1973, DEQ identified and ranked 77 ''stream seo~ents'' 
with hi9!1est point being nu~ber 1 and lowest poir1t belng . 
number 77. The ranking reflected tl1e best collective 
judgment of the flepilrt1;1cnt of relative need .for rerjulatory· 
attcnt'ion. The sane rankin(] 1:as iisrd in 19711 and is 
proposed for use agilin this.yrar. Tl1e ran!;in~ is at-
tached ilS l\ttach"1ent II. The rciint assi~!llc,f!lltS for 
grant priority purroses \/ill be in inverse order to 
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their re 1 a t"i vr• 
hi fJhcs t st ream 
1 point. 

I).· !'roject .TYJl_~ 

sta11ding, assigning rrojccts on tl1c 
a score of 77 points and tho~;e on the 10\·:cs t 

This general classification is essentially 11nchanocd 
from previous years. Projc:cts rccciying 10 points in-" 
elude se1raac treatment nlants, plant outfalls, and such 
public se\·:cr system rehabilitation ilS can be sho1·:n to have 
an obv"ious r~cono1;Jic benefit by extending the offective 1 ifc 
and pcrfon:1ance of the se\'tugc treatment plant. 

Interceptor sewers, cajor pumping stations and rres­
sure mains would he assigned B points, in ~ceping with tl1c 
emphasis on sev1age treatment plant construction. 

Projects v1hich incor!'orate both treatr:1ent 1iorks and 
interceptors would receive 10 poiqts: 

5. . Sten Status 

The federal regulations r;ake definite distinctions 
among the various phases of a project, del inc~ating bc:'weei1 
the Facilities Plan (Step I), the preraration of plans and 
specifications (Step II), and construction (Step III). The 
funds are most ur9ently ncedec: at this tir1e for the orderly 
progression of projects through construction. The con­
stn1ct,ion phase, -being the rcost costly, is the nost 
critical from the standpoint of cash flow, and cannot be 
deferred once under 1·1ay. The importance: of this step 
is undrirscored by assigning 3 points to construction as 
an intergroup separator. This Hill ensure that the oro.iect 
nearing construction 110ulcl be funded before initiating 
planning. of an othen1ise equiv0lent project. Step I and 
Step II projects would receive 1 and 2 points, respectively. 

/\DDITIOill\L COntlEtffS 

It is the intent of the grant project prioritization system to prn­
vide a method for evaluating nro.iects for federal fundin9 such th2t illl 
reasonable criteria of need are quilntified. \!hen developing i\ priority 
list of identified needs, it is inirossihle to assess thee full irnract 
of the alternatives and bring these factors into tl1e c:val11ation and 
priority assignment. There• could be sor~e projects 1·1hich 1·1il1 not pro­
gress beyond the Facil'ities f'liln st~9e Lie:cC\usc the "no-build" ortion 
is the best economic and environmentally responsible altcr11ative. Tl1us, 
a project could have priority for a Step I plan and cease to be a priority 
need as a result of the pl an. llo\'lever, once a Step 11 grant is received, 
and design of facilities is con:menced, the project must r':aintain rriority 
through tl1e construction pl1ase. 

Thus, it is proposed that all projects recciv'ing a Ster II grant 
one. yc:11r and not rc:acll'ing the Step 111 plwsc the s<11nc .YCill' be rlacccl 
at the top of the prio1'ity 1 ist for the nr:xt ye111· in the sa1:1e. rcliltivc 
rank as tl1e prc:vio11s year. : 

" ' 
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Collection systc1es arc proro~.ccl for funding \'/here 1'.undatory f1nncx­
ation Order or Drill !loll' Elii;1ination P.e~:ulutions nccr~ssitatc il project. 
It should be emphasized thut such funding is anticiratcc' to be arr.l iC­
ablc in FY 7G only, in vic1·1 of th<: fuct tlwt sufficie1it funds l'lill l:e 
available to ucco1mo:!<:tc the constructiun of necesse1·y rrojccts c:urin~ 
that fiscul year. The situation 11ill unc~ou[,tcdly l··c different in TY 
77, and it is foresc;cn that the Coir.mission Ifill v1is!·, to rev·ic1·1 this 
particula1· concept in detail next year before extending such cligi-
bil i ty .. 

RECOMl·iEl!Df\T I Oil 
i 

It is recm~nended that the proposed priority ra11king systcr be 
adopted by the Cor.mi ss ion so that a priority 1 is t for ~77. 5 rii 11 "ion of 
FY 7C construction grant money can be developed and rrescnted at a !1ear­
ing for ·adoption as required Ly federal 1~ules. 

HLS:rgn 

ll~lil-75 

\' 

KESSLER R. CNH:O~l 

,J 
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ATT/\CllMENT I 

Criteria for Priority Ran!dng 
of 

Se\'ierilge !forks Constn1ction Needs for FY 76 

I Purpose 

TJ1c criteria and rules for application set forth herein sl1all be 
used to govern tlw priority ranking of identif·ied se\'1eragc \'101+s con­
structio~ needs for construction grant fu11ding pursuant to applicable 
state 11nd fcclerul la1·1 and regulations from July l, 1975 through June 30, 
1976. The criteria and rules for application shall be reeval11ated 
prior to June 30, 1976 to assess the necessity for changes based on 
availabil·ity of funds relative to needs. 

lI Definition 

Applicable definitions from ORS Cl1apters 468 and 454 shall apply. 

III Development and Adoption of Project Prior-ity List 

At least annually, and prior to the beginning of the fiscal year 
related to the available grant funds, the Department shall prepare a 
proposed project priority list pursuant to the critel'i a and rules for 
application set forth herein. f\s required by federal rules and after 
appropriate notice, a hearing shall be held on the proposed list. 
Following evaluation of testimony received and modification as neces­
sary, the Commission shall adopt a project p·riority list \'lhich shall 
be the official Se\'iage Works· Construction Grant Priority list of the 
State of Oregon. The adopted list may be rev·i sed at any time fo 11 O\':i ng 
approprfote notice and hearing. 

IV Priority Criteria 

Identified needs shall be ranked using a numerical point system. 

Table A contains the schedule for points assignment \'iithin each 
of the five categories of: 

a) Project Need 
b) Regulatory Emphasis 
c) Stream segment ranking 

· d) Project Type 
e) Step Status 

. Except for projects rece·i vi ng 1000 total points under the ,f'rnj ect_ 
Need category, each need or project 1·1ill be assigned appropriate 
points in each of five categories. The points for each project will 
then be added and sum therefrnm \~ill be the point total used for 
developing the proj cct priority list. The prnj ect 1·1i th the hi ghC>s t 
point total \'!ill be the highest priority project. 

V Rules for Application of Criteria 

A Assignment of Points 

,. ., 

Points shall be assigned. for each project based on best 
available data at the tirn: of ranl:ing for adoption of a 
list. In the event additional information justifirs it 

change in point ussignn;cnt,, cl1all\JC in runkin~J shilll be 
acco111plished in uccordancc \'1ith l> or.C bc:lo1·1. 

., 
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B Additions or Elevation in Rank_ing 

Projects may be: addc!d to the list or elevated in ranking 
at the discretion of the Director subject to tl1e followi11g 
procedure: 

1. Points shall be assigned in accordance with Table/\ 
and the po·i nt total vii 11 dcte1~mi ne the ranking of 
the project 1·1ith respect to proj cc ts a 1 ready on the 
list . 

. 2. Sponsors of those projects v1h·ich have fev1er total points 
than the new or re-ra~kcd project shall be notified of 
the proposed list modifications and a public hearing 
shall be scheduled with appropriate notice given for the 
purpose of receiving testimony on the list modifications. 

3. Following the evaluation of testimony received, the 
Commission may adopt th~ modified list as under Section 
III. 

C Deletion or Reduction in Ranking 

Projects· may be deleted from the list 'or reduced in nrnking 
by the Di rector \'Ii thout pub 1 i c hearing either in the event of' a 
project's rece·iving full funding, or by. reassessment of point 
totals or basic project desirability. Sponsors of projects thus 

.deleted or reduced in ranking shall be notified of the revised 
status of the project and may request a hearing before the 
Commission regarding the revised status. Such a hearing request 
must be made to the Di rector 1·;ithi n 20 days fo 1101·1i ng rece·i pt of 
the·notification of revised status and the Director shall schedule 
a hearing before the Commi s s 'ion 1-li thin 60 days. 

D Carryover of Projects to Subsequent Year Lis ts 

l. Jill projects which have received a Step II or Step Ill 
grant in a given fi sea 1 year and are ·not completed 1·1i 11 
automatically be placed at the top of the priority l'ist 
for the next fiscal year in the same relative ranking 
as they appeared in the prior year ·in order to assure 
continuity and funding. 

2. ·All projects \'tlrich have not yet rece·ived any grunt or 
have received only a Step I grant l'lill be subject to 
reprioritization along \'litl1 all ne\'I projects for the 
next year's list. 

E Project Scheduling 

Funds s!1all be reserved for eacl1 project for those phases 
that are scheduled for initiating \'1iU1'in three months of the end 
of the fiscal yei:lr. Phases 1·1hich will not.be initiated 1·1ilhin 
that time frame l'ii 11 be scheduled for funding frorn subsequent 
year funds. In the event of sclwdulc s 1 i ppugc, tlw llcp11 rtmr11t 

\" ., 
i 

·i .. i 
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may either reserve the funds for an additional three month 0
• or nwy 

alloc<lt:e some to the next prnject on the list m·1aiting funds: The 
Departinr.nt shall notHy the applicant of i,ts intt'ilt to take such 
action. 

F Contingency Reserve 

I\ minin1um of 15% of each fiscal year's allocation of qrant 
funds shall be' set aside as a contingency reserve for grunt 
increases and cost adjustments. I\ portion of the continqency 
reserve may be allocated to initiate ne\'1 projects three 1!1onths 
prior to the e11d of the fiscal year if it appears that the total 
reserve will not need· to be maintained. 

VI Elgibility for Funding 

A Except as noted in D below, facilities eligible for grant assis­
tance shall be limited to sewage treatment works, interceptor 
sewers, major pumping stations and pressure mains, and such public 
sewer system rehabilitation as can be sho\'m to have an obvious·cost 
effective benefit re 1 a ted directly to size, effective 1 if c or 
performance of the se1·:age treatment 1il ant. · •· 

B For FY 76, collection systems shall be eligible for grant assis­
tance 1·1here such systems are required to comply l'lith a mandutory 
annexation order. issued pursuant to ORS 222 qr DEQ regulations 
requiring elimination of Waste Disposal Hells (OM; Chapter 3Cf0 
Section 4ff-005 et seq). This el gi bi 1 ity of co 11 ection sys tcms l'li ll 
·not be extended beyond June 30, 1976 unless the Environmental 
Quality Commission finds that suffic"ient federal funds are avail­
able to pennit extension without jeopardizing the construction 
program for essential treatment ~:or!;s and ii'1terceptor se1·1ers. 

HLS:ak 
April 18, 1975 

·. 



Table I\ 

Point 
[l~s_"Lw:i!nC!~! 

1000 TotaP 

800 

700 

600 

400 

100 

90 

. 80 

50 

Project. Priority Ranking Criteria for rY 76 

Point 
~_a_t_e SJQ!:.i.t:~ 

Project Need 

• 

Project necessary to comply \'1ith mandatory anncxa ti on order 
under ORS 222 or Waste Disposal Well Schedule under OAR 
Chapter 340, Section 44-005 ct seq. (Includes sewage col­
lection sys tern, 1·1hl're appropriate). 

(*Points for regulatory emphasis, stream segment ranking, 
project type, and step status included in total.) 

Project necessary to a.chieve comp 1 i ance 11i th in-stream t·!a ter 
Quality Standards contained in OAR Chapter 340 Division 4 
Subdivision 1 or eliminate a contribution to standards 
violation. 

Project necessary to comply \'1ith minimum \'laste treatment 
standards or effluent standards es tab 1 i shed by the Department 
of Environmental Quality or.the Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

·Project needed to minimize or eliminate documented ''non 
point source" contamination of ground1·1ater or surface 1·1aters 
re 1 at'ing to subsurface se1·1age d·i sposa l sys tern malfunction in 
known urban or urbanizing areas. 

Project des'irable for prevention of potential 1·1ater pollution 
problems. 

Regulatory Emphasi~ 

Environmental Quality Con;mission Order or Regulation. 

NPDES or State Haste Discharge Permit. 

Letter di rec ti ve, pi'e 1 imi nary p 1 anni ng approva 1 or project 
authorization frorn the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Other 1'/r·i tten statement of proj cct desirability by DEQ or 
the Commission. 

Stream Se_grnent Ranking 

77 maximum Streams ranked in inverse order to that sho1-m in "Annual 
State Water Strategy - FY 75''. 

10 

. 8 

Project Tnie 

Se1·mgc treatment plant projects including cost--effoctivc 
s6wer rcl1abilftatio11. 

Interceptor sewers, major pumping s~ations and prcss11re . 
mains. 
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Table f\ 
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Point 
~~siq_nment 

1 

2 

3 

Point 
Ca tcqgi' i cs 

Sten Status __ =--:_ __ 

Step I - Facilities plan preparation. 

Step II - Preparation of plans and specifications. 

Step III - Project construction. 
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l 

2 

3· 

lj 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10' 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

l.9 

20 

21 

22 

s•r1x111-1 SECJ.UO!l'l' HI1NKING 

·from "/\nnual State \foter StratCDY FY 75'.' 

)·lame o:: Se~ncnt (*) 

Tualatin River 

Coos nay 

Deschutes River 

South Umpgua River 

Umpqua and North Urnpqua River· 

Rogue Rive_r 

Dear Creek 

Columbia River 

John Day River 

Grande Ronc1e Ri\•er 

Sandy River 

Skipanon River 

Necanic1un RiVer 

Neacoxie Creek. 

Nehalem _River 

Nehalem Bay 

Wilson niver 

T:rask River 

'Tillrnnook Ri v.cr 

'Tillwncok Bay 

·l~czt:ucca ni vcr 

(*} )~tuned ~;cq1ncnt includes tril)utarios the>.·t:to unless sucl-i tribu(i1ric!.:~ 
· arc ot))CJ:\1i!.::e lir;tcc1. 

l3 - 2 



licune of Scrnncnt 

Nctartn n.:\y 

Sitt~la• . .; River 

Chetco River and Clwtco Cove 

Coquille River 

South Co,1nille River 

Yaquinu r~i ver .. 
Soutl1 Ymnhill River 

l·lill Creek 

!lorth Yilr.lhill River 

Yamhill River 

Pudding Fiver 

J.!olalla River 

South Suntiarn Ri\rer · 

~ Santia.'11 and l~o:-:-th S<?-ntiilJi\ River 

Pacific Ocean 

Coast Fo.rk Hillmnctte River 

l·liddle Fork \·:illa'l'.ette River 

Clac}~arn&$ Ri ·vcr 

}~cl\.cnzie Ri \7 Cr 

J~ick.rci1ll Cree}~ 

Luckimnutc River 

Marys River 

CalttJ.)ooia River 

Long To:n Hi vcr 

Columbia Slough 

Jl - 3 
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. 
tltunhcr 

,. 
40 Uooc1 River 

49 Unl1lti Yla Ri vcr 

50 

51 Sprague River 

52 Lost River 

53 Williamson 'River . . . 

54 Snake Hivcr 

55 Silvics Hivcr 

SG Salmon.River 

57 hlsea River 

50 Lower Umpqua River 

59 Le\·1is .anc1 Cla.rk River 

60 ·Klaskanine River 

61 White River 

62 Han.-. Springs River 

63 Crooked River 

64 Metolius River 

65 .. , Spring River 

66 Fall River 

67 Little Deschutes River 

68 North Fork John D'1y River 

69 South Fork .John D'1y l\iver 

70 Wal.la \·1'1lla River 

71 l'owc1er River ., 

·12 \'~allo• ... 1a River 

n - 4 
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73 

75 

76 

77 

.. . . 

.. 
. . 

... ·. 

Owyhee Hivcr. 

Donner and nlitzcn Rivci 

Cl1c\·1u.ucan ni vcr 

.. 
·= 

.. 

.. 
.. 

. 



REMARKS BY FRED DELANEY TO ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 
JUNE 27, 1975-9:00 AM 

Honeywood Park is a mini subdivision lying west to east beginning at 
185th about 4 or 5 blocks south of Baseline Road. The subdivision is 
bordered on the south side and the east end by Beaverton Creek. The 
Aloha sewage treatment plant is just across Beaverton Creek at the east 
end of Honeywood Park. 

The homes in Honeywood Park are all new - the earliest built in late 
1973 or early 1974 - and are in the low to high $40,000 range. The 
subdivision is about one half to three quarters completed. There are 
4~ acres of common ground along Beaverton Creek which acts as a flood 
plain during times of high water. The high water will cover the back 
of many of the home owners' properties. The common ground has two 10' 
easements to allow all the families of the home owners access to it. 

Our problem is two-fold - (1) Beaverton Creek is polluted. It is gray­
blue to bluish black depending on the amount of water flow due to weather 
and gives off an offensive odor. Residents have reported solid forms 
of pollution floating in the creek also. 

On the south side of the creek there are residents that have lived 
there for many years that have stated the stream used to have fish and 
that they and their children caught fish from it but now there are no 
fish at all. 

Members of the Homeowners Association have reported the strong stink 
from the stream when one of the children or dog either fell in or 
had been swimming in the stream came home. 

There is no question - the stream is polluted and does not meet the 
requirements set by the Federal Water Pollution Act. (2) The stink 
that is given off by the Aloha sewage treatment plant. There isn't a 
day goes by that the stink can be ignored, particularly if you are 
outside working in the yard or sitting on your deck. For those 
property owners across Beaverton Creek from the treatment plant, the 
smell is almost constant. The frequency and degree seem to vary 
according to the flow of the stream but even now the plant emits an 
obnoxious smell and frequently enough to say that the condition is the 
rule not the exception. During the last spell of warm weather, the 
stink was almost constant and strong. 

The members of Honeywood Park Homeowners Association have moved into the 
subdivision at varying dates. As far back as one year, inquiries were 
made as to these conditions to the various agencies - U.S.A. - DEQ Staff, 
etc. Reasons and assurances were given that plans were made, some of 
which were in progress, that would alleviate and solve these problems. 
While the plans were completed, the problem exists to the same degree 
if not worse. 

From the layman's point of view, it appears to us that the sewage treatment 
plants - both Beaverton and Aloha - are not sufficient to carry the load 



Page - 2 -

required. Therefore, the pollution of the stream and the stink of 
the treatment plant continue. As the west area of Portland grows, it 
is imperative that each unit built and occupied have ready the necessary 

/;;,wage;water and electric facilities to properly support its addition 
to the community without spoiling its neighbors environment. 

If solving the problem of pollution in Beaverton Creek and the air 
pollution form sewage treatment plants means a moritorium on building 
in Washington County - so be it! 

Preventing pollution before it starts - not cleaning it up after it 
happens - is the order of the day. 



KESS CANNON 
Director 

Petet F .. or your records -

• 



Environmental Quality so~mission 
Dept. of P:nvi ronmen tal QUali ty 
12J4 SW Morrison 
Portlanrl, 97205 

!)ear Commission Members, 

9350 SW 4t);I 
Portland, 97219 
June 25, 1975 

I am writingto you c.bncerning the priority list drawn up· by 
the l)EQ for granting; federal fun1s to municipal sewage works, 
I recei vPn a copy of the list on Monday, June 16 alon2; with the 
Sta.te w.c1.ter strntPp;y; sincP that time I have cliscussed the mat­
ter with mRny people arn1 hnve lookerl at a few of the proposed 
projects. 1lu:r.ing; this t.irne I hs:\re beco1ne incre0,sinQ'.l.y clistl:1.rbed 
that many projects will be funded which will have rear ranging 
con6equPnces that ·have not bPen adeq1iately assessed, This is due 
to the time pressure of trying to compile a list so as to be able 
to .spenc'i the fr•1er8l fuw1s as soon as .thAv 'heco•oA ave.ilable. (next 
WARk). In·UccitivA of t.hi.s hurriei1 RPTJY01w.herl is thFJ.t the public 
hAarinp; to prAsent the priority list (reouirArl hy fA1eral law) 
was hA1'1 just last Frirle.y with all thA tc:stirnony given to hA con­
.si•1erw~ an··l priorities rA-evaluntAn this week proir to presAnta­
tion for anoption this Fri:lay, Considering thRt 77,5 million 
nollars nrA involved it seAms to be a rather hasty c1.ecision to 
sny the least. I hav8 bAen told that somA1'<ihere over 130 projects 
11Jill recei \Te func1ir1g; Mr~ I-Ial -sav1Tyer statecI lEtst Frirla_v a.t tl1e 
icParing that once the cut-off point ·has lJeen decirlAn upon it will 
be "lik·~ a :1orseraee" for the choli:Jsen rnunicipalities to obtain 
nwir rnonie.s, in other ·:,,rorls, thA priority list looses any mRan­
in:i; an:l those Hi th plm'ls will be able to receive funding faster 
ti'ian those without. 'dhile this rnay appear reason.ci.h1P, it r1oes 
not strike me as bein.c; conducive to dre.win . .c; up careful, well .thought 
out and consi·derecl alternativA plans an(l consequences; I doubt 
that DEC) has thA inclination or time/manpower to be able to rcr-
view all these plans thoroughly, Indeer1., questions asked by otl'F 
people to the iJEQ personnel concerninp; specific projec.ts have ~ 

/' b. ".-.·" .. n un .. ansc."rered, D.E(:l does not. al.way's.·. l.cn.ow ju.st wha.t thAy encompass····.· ... 

\

/ Sally Rose of OSPIRG testified t}~j2EL'l_i:S not sufficiently con- ·. 
s.id. e ... r .. ing the lani use implications of t. he ~ewage. wo;i\'ks as req'Ll_1.red · ... 

~v--Tizr.lf': Isupport __ her _fjJ1'4iM~- · · · ..-
--·-·-1'a·-·poi-nt ··ovt. -~ri:11P rif th0 quPstion.s, potcw1tial problAms anr'I im­
'-pacts I will share sornA of my fin'1inv,s of the past weAk ann a half. 

'\. quPstion I hcnrn is thA necAssi ty of the LakA Osww>;e F:verp;reen 
intercAptor ( !;197) anr1 why it has as high a ranl1:ing as it has, 
This project involves putting an intercPptor line through the Tryon 
Creel{ State Park which would replFtee two pumping stations (it 
would then run on csravi ty flow). The cost-bAnAfi t analysis finds 
that it 1muld only cost 1,000 dollars more to upgrade the pump-
.ing stations than builr1 the interceptor; to me this cost seems 
worth paying to avoid disturbing thA park which is characterized 
as being undAvAloped, A recFmtlH.":J built line through the park 
caused all sorts of problems, such as bail Arosion; in the past 
I have heard complaints of the smell of the sewer lines, hardly 
a rle.sirable condi tion;i; for a state parlL 

My next area of concern came about innirectly. I have been told 
that Beaverton Creeli: is barUy polluted around Aloha duA to over­
londing of the trAatment plants in the vicinity. I was curious 



to find out whe<t future plEms existed and if any of the treat­
ment facilities in question were on the priority list. At pre­
sentl, there are two regional facilities in the makingsfor tho 
Tualatin basin: Durharn arnl Hock C reek. Both rlr8 d8siv,ned for 
high treatment and will phase out .... many of the existing plants 
by use of interceptor lines. These have been the plans for 
many years now, and I' rn sure comply with Washington county's 
lanrl use plan but a .. ootcmtial problem has surfacen. In talking 
with Tom Lucas of CRAG this past week, I learner) that in their 
initial 208 area wide studies they are beginning to question 
.the wisdom of the regional plants. I was rather startled to 
hear this so on furthur inqui r~v Lucas explain0d thFtt he was 
thinkin.o; that the non-point runoff perhaps deserves more att­
ention as tbe problPm anri tha·1!lt a.l though t\'1P trentrnent from the 
pla.nts will be so high, it is ·" lot of sPwage to rl i schargP from 
one point. Discussing the matter with other people later more 
inea.s came up, such as that small treatmemt plants might bP 
more desirable due to the feasibility ·of la.nd application (ir­
rigation) which is not possible 1•.ri th the volum8 going tl1rough a 
regional plant; another consideration might be, to spread out 
the load (and impact) on -the river more. 'rt1ere are five pro­
jects on the priority list from the Tualatin basin, perhaps.$ 
it would be best to wait until CRAG has made some decisions 
before proceeding too much furthur and mrtking the area wide 
planning a farce. At this point I would like to refer to the 
fifth annual report of the council on Ernri ronmental quality 
( 1971,.). The report stB.tes "another phenomenon related to the 
construction of lar,o;A interceptors (such ,gs 3.re plnxmccl for 
the Tualatin basin) is thA tendency for developers to move im­
mediately· to the encl of the new line in order to tal'e advantage 
of both the availahle sewer service and the low land costs on 
the urban fringe. The result is a costly leap-frog ancl fill-in 
development pattern, which increases the clifficulty of properly 
plannj_ng the timing and. si?.e of othPr publis fa.cili ties and 
spreads thP urban area out in a pattern th<J .. t is w0.steful of 
la.no R.n(1 ene:r.q;~r resou"rcf:s .. 11 

·My prime concern has been with the projects designAd to 
sewAr the coast, A specially thosP plFtmrnrl in Lincoln countv. 
Specifically, I am refering to the SouthwAst Lincoln county 
Sanitary Districtwhich plans to have an interceptor running 
from just south of Waldport to Yachats along hwy. 101 ancl the 
Eay to Bay project which_ involves an interceptor line from 
Newport to Walrlport for a total of 22 miles. Before I discuss 
this furthur I woulcl again like to quote the fifth annual :report. 
"Cost fa_ctors favor the choice of large regions.l treatment 
plants with associatecl sewers. But, as with sewers, the over­
design of capacity in the regional plant becomes a self-full­
filling prophecy. Cos.sta.l anc1 other areas of seasonal home con­
struction 'Ilay be particularly affectecl because olfily a limited 
amount of la11rl may be availa.ble for high density devAlopment ..• 
While a series a± of .smamler but individually expandable plants 
might be more costly in such circwnstanc0s, the community could 
rl!?ilain more control over developrnAnt. It is important to assure 
that such options are consiclerAcl and. the potential land use 
impacts A.re recognizAd prior to Fed_eral funcling." •rhe report 
also cliscusses the problems associated with large intGrceptors 
ru11ning throug;h unrl e1reloped ls,nd, sucl1 s.s 11P.t!frepn to1~ms.~. 

At present, thA popul2_tion or Yachats i.s a:;irx. ~-50, •.valclport 
is 729, 1\l'e1~rport 5,2001 8.nrl tl\~; s:'lr Lineoln ColJ.nt~r SRf)G 20?Lf. perin­
anent, f>(;o tourist. For the .'), T)., this means 111W uni ts (usin.o; 



their information) A.long 8 miles or an averR'i;P dcmsi ty of about 
l unit/5 acres. The area is zoned to have 8. saturatiun density 
of 19,000 people, projected by yPar 20?5 to be 5?50 pPrmAnent 
1450,tourist, On the coast sic1e of hwy. 101 much of the land 
is zoned to 6-10 units per 8.cre, quitP a sizeable i_ncrease 
over present conditions. 13oth Halnport e.nr1 Yachats have nPW 
sewage tre.cd:;ment plants designed beyonn present neens (Walcl­
port has over twice the capnci ty). 'l'hA sanitary nistrict is 
the area between the two towns, at present it has primarily 
sub-surface treatment. The assessment states that the area is 
not suited for sub-surface, anr1 concludes that a sewer system 
is the only acceptable answer. At this point, I woulc1 like to 
suggest an alternative. In Europe, there has been much work 
donR on self-containerize([ units. These units are designed to 
hold the wastes until in 2-3 years time they l·wve ClecoTipossed 

' sufficiently to be used ss mulch or whatever. I propose that 
Oregon takA a learl .•mrl explore the possi bili ti f's ancl fc:.~_sibi_l­

i ty of thesA uni ts (o:c· .something relatei) o.s 8 .. n alte.rnati ve. 
To be eligible for federal funding, they could be rentei from 
towns and publically maintainei; by being self-contain8d they 
would eliminate they worries of sub-surface failures but not 
be cause for the rapir'l development that follows an intE'rceptor. 

In the meantime, the people of Lincoln County have not yet 
voted on p, comprehensive sewer plan, it .seerns to me that it 
should come prior to any projects being undertal<en. I no not 
know how well this plan fits into the LCDC P'OD.ls ci.nrl guicle­
lines, I rlo know they state "particular attention shoulrl he 
given to the conflict between rurctl,ie. the agricultural, forest 
and open land on the one hanr1, ,CJnrl urban :cmrl urbani '7,ino; Lmrl 
on the other." ThiR seems applicable in this r;0se, to me. 

Briefly, I woulr'l like to mAntion other projects which have 
been brought to my attention as potential problAms. 'l'hey are: 
#4, Umatilla-McNary (see SRlly Bose's testi"1ony); ,lfi, 1\fets.rts· 
Oceanside whAre an EIS was deemed neeessary; /'8 Redwood GD, 
also has harl an EIS written; #10, BAnd, treatmAnt facilities 
to cover areas not already Cleveloperl; 1/71, Lincoln City wherA 
a pumping; station is by a beach sccess; {78, Gove:rnmen t CR.mp 
SD. which 1;ri.ll be an AXpansion while up&:racling allowing for 
some ne\llJ su_brli1rtsions; j;99 9 C1B,cl-cr:un':t.s Co~-rtl1odt1cl.2nclr·o11->,Jelci'1Ps 
T,IJhich is e.lso OD the rno.1.:rr1tain (no lJle,ns 1'1'.1_\Tf? 1)E:Gfl r!:r·g_T.\)"i} 1..lp .vet)' 
;;'106, Bea1· Creelr Valley SA, Central Point and v/estside; High­
way 101 SD ( /1117), north of Tillamook with a. question of dov-
e loping farm land ;&//124, Albany NE where an intrerceptor would 
pass through vacant lanrl.. I don't kaow how many otlwr que;stmons 
would crop up upon a closer look at o.ny of these projects, I 
suppose no one Hill kno~! until after thRy hmre been construct­
ffid,c(hinrlsite is always morA revealing than foresite it seems). 
flue to thA lci,r13e number of questionP,ble projPcts on the• c)ri_ority 
list, I would like to ask that a ilecision tomaccept the list be 
postponed for a. month or ti•.ro until furthur informa.tion is av­
ailable, both from LC DC anr1 from furthur consic1eration of t!~e 
valic1.i ty of thP projects as thPy are currentlv. Thr federal 
funds will still he e.vailAble, mayhe they rwulil not all be 
spent· by the encl of thA ypgr hut I thinl< somP more costly, non­
correctable errors c.A.n be avoi<lr". In any Pvent, I think it 
should be stree.sAd ti"nt addi ti_onal infor,118.tion rPcei veil b'' 
consi_rlered an•1 the pro,jActs flP>cible Pnough that in the event 
one is d.c::ome1l Ul1TAT0l"th~r o:f pll.Y.'.::: 1 i t, it llf-~ cl:ro·CJ_pPrl e 1:1l'18,l'l}\-.Y01-1 

for your co11sirlersttio:v.1 9 :3i:ncPrPl;:,r JTOllI'S, 

Cc.l./l£JL-'""" W JV-c.. ~ -u ,-
oru-( ,1-,~~- cJ_ef\1'-'' l1.u1~r<·-~ 1 1ZCJ~""e_' 



Sew·age ob/ems llt1a 
Close Beacf1s"ic!e-1c'a,rJ< 

By Dave Rorden surface drainfield. , pressed opposition to the ex-
Local objections have ap- "We met with D.E.Q. officials pcnditorc of tax dollars to keep 

parently caused the state Parks after the closure order to try to the park open. 
Department and the Depart- work out some plan to keep the. "It's going to cost $26,000 to 
ment of Environmental Quality park open," he said. "What we keep the park op€ll for the two 
to reconsider ·plans to install a carne up with was a plan for a years betore the sewer is in/' 
$26,000 portable sewage treat- portable biological treatment sald Jeari Ducke •;t, board SeCl'e­
ment plant at Beachside Staie plant in which the outfall ;vould tary. "Why n1>t spend this 
Park, south of Waldport. be c hlorinaled," money to support I.he disb·ict's 

Parks engine~~am; H0 said the plans called for an clforts to put th1• sewer system 
Jo!irLHollmgswor·!h-Bn~E.00 effluent ·line placed along 'the ln?" Her· senlimcnts were 
BE]jQ!!,.J!SSistant director of the,_ Spruce Production Railroad echoed by other board meinbers 
D.E.Q,, indicated at a !Jlfil:li!!& right-of-way to a lenced·-0ff, 3- as well :JB those ln the audience. 
ofl!ifuSDutliWest-LlnCO'ID-Count£ acre area on Nallonal Forest One resldent said il the staui 
S~.ary_Distrlct buacl..._p! land where six sprinklers will spend•i $26,000 to install Ute in-
dir~ll)-that plans for discharge the outfall. Forest terin1 system, "that means 
the 'package' treatment plant Service officials have glven we're wbsidizing with ow· tax 
will be reviewed in llght of local approval for the project. . . dolla.-s the people in the valley 
opposition befOre any final de- "We estimate the cost of put-. who tU'e rich enough·. to bring 
cision to go ahead V(ith the proj- ting in such a system would be thelr !railers over here. · '!'he 
ect is made. $37,000," he said, "but 'about state would be spending $26,000 . 

But Hollingsworth said the $11,000 worth of equipment such t<J encourage people lo use gas 
only alternative may be to close as pumps and the treabnenl and waste enel'L'Y ." 
the park-at least untll the sanl- plant can be moved when it is no In answer to a question about 
tary district's proposed $4,290,- longer needed and placed in po&slble advcorce environmental 
000 sewer system is installed. other pat'lts." Thus, the 'non- effects of lite sprinkllng, 

· · "We estimate it would cost recoverable' cost of the plant Hollingsworth said Urnre should 
$31,000 per camping season if would be $26,000. be no ill effects on the newly re-
we have to continue to pump Fred Bolton said the waste planted trees ht tl1e area. 
each septic tank daily and have material after treabnent would "H an thing, it should give 
the sewage trucked to Waldport be similar to the outflow of the them a boost," he said. 
for treatment,". he said. He Waldport and Yachais sewer But he admitted there has 
indicated the cost involved systems. been little experience with the 
might force the closure of the "But since there is no suitable system so far, and said the 
park if the portable facility is receiving stream in the area,'" department was prepared to 
not approved. he said, "we had to go to a lalld replaut the area if the seedlings 

Approval to pump each septic receiving areu." are darn.aged. 
tank in the park was granted by "This is a flat, logged-off ~also s1dd the Southw_~st 
the D.E.Q. last summer after it area," added Hollingsworth. l,i.nco.lD DistricJ may be moved 
had originally ordered the park "Any drainage, we feel, woulcl ue:con the D.E.~Qlli.l!Jlst 

· .. closed because of a. failing sub- be into the hlghway ditch. We fo~g. It l!IT~..nmJl:s 
··· · · · don't think the drainage will al- '!9th on a list of_fil.. • 

;:_ ,. ).. 7 _ 7 .J- feet any persons' property." "The department hasJ<i._LaL 
Bolton emphasized if the oi1t some pr1iii'J.ful.s....for fwtd­

D.E.Q. grants a' per1nit tO U1e iilg,' 1 he said, "based~~ 
parks department, it would be l;rlct's progress and ability to 
only for an interim basis. move ahead°VITth it5 plarn. u 

"A condition of the permit,' if tlf1:· pr1or1bes ate -L~ 
it is granted, would be that !LS every ye\U'. We did no~lize \ 

, soon as a sewer iB available, the yo~ rnovu1g as swlill}L­
purk inust hook up and phase as yo,1 are toward .a <lecisio'l . ..9!.t_,, 
out the treatmcni plant,'' he your :;t!wer sy:;tem. t)q, lfSCiu.!J~­
said. Er."fli!!:>LU..2!!-WJJl<l,..~Jl<!Yl'J!. 

But those assm·ances did little ~a1~e_airth<iithaYQri_:1;1~ 
to mollify members of the board ed so _ctaj£]\1y..in-the-.past...y"'1r-. -
and local residents, who ex- and l!.ii.Ve,...faJJ,m--behind·yuur 

thue la !Jle_,glijoeciallyif.j1.01Lf'USS.. 
your bond isLJJ..~ID~l\191:_c;_b __ J1!1JJ_ 
relui n all®net~i:-t-0-g-o-trhcad--­
willitile proj.!;£1, '!~ . 
sornctliing iJie__dc.p.Iu:ttne.ut 
w~1aY.e.lo-cespmui.to.'' 

Details of lhe r100,0110 bond 
' issue electio11 1 schedulen for 
!viarch 13, \Vere outlined by 
pcoj' :ct engin.~er I ,ew Po\\ (:_\l of 
Hob. ,1·t Mcye,· Engi11eers Lt1.:. o[ 
Beav;_~rton. 

If ll 1e bond fr;sue is appruved, 
i>,ilv;i1v IJiiJ,\\ii, \iy'~,H''/,\.! 1 m.·,, 1W111 



J\.U~Jil:l'L lV1• yi I i•.14:111;~;1;1 ,-, ,,.,_,, ,.., 

Beaverton. 
Jf the bon<l issue is approved, 

Powellc:lliJnuled thal the inltial 
yearly prop-erty tax for the own­
ec of a boine on a 70 by 100-foot 
lot assess"d at $21, 000 would be 
*·10, or a >ate of about $1.91 for 
each $1,0llO of assessed value. 

By 1980, district revenue from 
increased connection fees for 
IICW USel'S Wlli probably de­
crease th•' tax burde'1 to about 
p.35 per year per· $1,000 of a~­
sessed va Lue-or an annual tax 1 

of $27.35 for the $21,000 home, J 

Powell said. 1 

The general obligation bonds\ 
would be assessed throughout I 
the district, he said 1 aud will be I 
hase<l on property value. ! 

Other.initial costs o[ lhe $4,-\ 
290,000 s yslemi such as Local l 
Improvement District (LJ.D.) \ 
a:..;sessrn1:nts, v1ill be bilSed on 
square fvotage and pru1dmity to 
a collection line. \ 

"All p•·operly within :mo feet : 
of a collection line will be placed : 
in an L. I. D. and asse::;sed at a 1 

rate of 5.5 cents per square 
foot," Powell said. For the 
1:21,000 home on a 70 by 100-foot 
lot this would mean an L.l.D. 
ussessrnenl of $38t:i, . , 

Powell said L.J.D. boui1dary 
lines have not been formed, and 
will require for1natio(l hearings, 
pre-assess111ent henrings and 
adjustment hearings. All regis­
tered properly owners ln the 
district wlll be notified by mall 
when hearings will be held. 

Powell said L.I.D. assess­
ments ri1ay be financed through 
the Bancroft Bond pcograin for 
10 or 20 yeac per lod<J ul an inter­
est ruU:s of seven percent. 

He HLiO said low interest loans 
for low~incorne persons may be 
avaHahle Lhrough tbe Farrner~s · 
liornc AdnJnislratlon. 

Other lniUal emits for users of 
the system wlll Include u *100, 
connec lion lee (lo lie raised lo 
$500 9!1 days alter the system 
goes itito operation) and a $1r1 
inspection fee. 

User:l will al:io pay u $5 
1nonlh!y f:lervice charge. 

The dbtl'ict lurn il\llllled lo the 
federal Envlronrnental Protec­
tion Agency for fl $1.8 million 
grunt lo nnance "/;j percent of 
U1e Ct!ilW of constructing the 
inl<~rci:ptor 11ystcrn, purup stu~ 
tlons <:nd enlurGen1e)1t and ex~ 
pansiLo of the ·yHcbats ::;ewer 
treabi tent plant. 
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TESTIMONY OF BI LL VAN DYKE 

BEFORE THE ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY COMMISSION 

ON THE SUBJECT OF SEWERAGE VIORl\S CONSTRUCTION GR/\NTS FOR FY 1976 

JUNE 27, 1975 

My name is Bill Van Dyke. I am a staff member of the Oregon 

Student Public Interest Research Group. This testimony is based on 

continuing research by OSPIRG summer intern Sally Rose on the land 
. '/.. 

use impacts of sewerage facilities construction. Preliminary results 

of that research indicate serious problems with the Department of 

Environmental Quality's procedures for dealing with the land use im-

pacts of federal sewerage construction grants. First I will briefly 

summa1-ize Ms. Rose's testimony before the Department of Environmental 

Quality hearing last Friday. I wi 11 then proceed to the Environmental ) 

Quality Commission's legal authority to change procedures on t,his 

!, 'iJ ·.:·. 
issue. 

( \ ,: CU'', 

Sewerage facilities have become recognized as important deter-

minants of land use. In the next year the Department of Environ-

mental Quality will administer $77.5 million in federal grants for 

, I 

sewerage treatment works construction in Oregon. This is more than 

double the amounts earmarked for this purpose in prior years. These 

{/i,.11 

grants have the potential for an enormous impact on land use patterns 

in this state. 

The Depa1·tment of Environmental Quality's current procedures for 

assuring compliance with state-wide land use goals grew out of problems 

with the controversial South Medford trunk project earlier this year. 
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In that situation, the City of Medford petitioned the Land Conservation and 

Development Commission for review of the land use impl I cations of the project 

after EPA had awarded a construction grant to the sanitary authority. 

LCDC dismissed the petition only after the city, Jackson County, and the san-

itary authority made arrangements for meetings to work out thel.r problems. 

As a result of these events, the Environmental Protection Agency stated 

its intention to stop further grant awards until a procedure was worked out 

to insure that projects comply with state laws. 

A procedure has been developed by the State Executive Department and the 

Environmental Protection Agency. As now followed by the Department of Environ-

mental Quality, that procedure requires county commissioners to submit a gen-

eral statement that their sewerage project meets provisions of the county com-

prehensive pland and state-wide land use goals and guidelines. The procedure 

does not require specific findings on individual goals and guidelines or on the 

comprehensive plan showing that the project does in fact comply with these 

requ I rem en ts. 

Specific findings are important for two reasons. On one hand, Oregon 

law requires the Department of Environmental Quality to carry out its programs 

which affect land use in accordance with Oregon's land use laws, goals and 

"d l" 1 gu 1 e 1 nes. On the other hand, counties will be reviewing their comprehensive 

plans ,to bring them into compl lance with state-wide goals and guidelines over the 

next year and probably longer. Until the end of this review period, there is no 

assurance that counties have taken state-wide land use goals into account in their 

1. ORS 197.180 states: "State agencies shal 1 carry out their planning duties, 
powers and responsibilities and take actions that are authorized by law with 
respect to programs affecting land use in accordance with state-wide planning 
goals and guidelines approved pursuant to ORS 197.005 to 197.430, 215.055,. 
215.510, 215.515, 215.535 and 453.3~·5." 
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comprehensive plans. The blanket statement of compliance now required does not 

assure that the county commissioners have taken a new and detailed look at their 

comprehensive plan and statewide goals and guidelines in evaluating their sewerage 

projects. Thus, the Department of Environmental Quality does not receive enough 

information to say with assurance that a given project complies with state laws, 

goals and guidelines -- a responsibility it clearly has under ORS 197.180. 

In testimony last Friday, OSPIRG noted an example of apparent conflict with 

state-wide goals and guide] Ines and the county comprehensive plan in the Umatilla-

McNary project, The County Commissioners have submitted a statement that the 

project meets provisions of its comprehensive plan and state-wide goals and guide-

lines In reviewing the project, OSPIRG found that the interceptor would 

serve several clusters of population in addition to McNary Townsite. These. 

clusters are surrounded by class I I I farmland, The Environmental Assessment for 

the project admits that growth will occur in these areas. To the extent that 
. 

growth does occur on land used for farming as a result of this .ln.terceptor, the 

project would violate county comprehensive plan provisions and statewide interim 

and adopted goals for agricultural lands. 

Before anyone can determine whether this project would in fact violate these 

planning provisions, more information is needed on the amount of population growth 

anticipated and current use of land surrounding the small population clusters. 

Neither the Department of Environmental Quality nor the City of Umatilla could pro-

vide OSPIRG with thls information. The fact that the department does not have this 

information is signiciant. Without it, the department cannot possibly have any 

assurance that the project complies with state-wide goals and guidelines. 

The Environmental Quality Commission clearly has the authority to require 

counties to submit specific findings showing that a project complies with individual 

l. "The Board of Commissioners of Umatilla County has reviewed c-'410400-City of 
Umatilla and finds it does not violate applicable land use plans of thJs county, 
and it meets appl icab!e state-wide planning goals and guide I Ines and laws." 



'-lestlmr:iny~i~ill H:--r, Li/k-·. 
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provisions of its comprehensive plan and individual state-wide goals and guidelines. 

Under ORS 197.180, the commission is obligated to CdiTy out its programs which 

affect land use in accordance with state land use goals, guide] ines and laws. 

ORS 468.020 (l) authorizes the commission to adopt rules and standards it con-

siders necessary to rerform functions vested in the commission by law. 

OSPJRG urges the commission to adopt a rule requiring counties to submit such 

specific findings. Several members of the Department of Environmental Quality 

staff have indicated that they believe metropolitan area counties in the state 

are reviewing their projects in this way already. Requiring specific findings 

would assure that all counties fol low this procedure. The requirement could pro-

vide added protection against problems later in the project process similar to 

those in the South Medford project. Finally it would provide the Department of 

Environmental Quality with some information to use in evaluating its sewerage 

program for compl lance with statewide goals and guidelines as the law requires. 
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OJ1EGON LllGISLAT!Vll ASS!>J\l!IJLY-1975 HEGULAR SESSION 

c .. ENGROSSED 

Ordered by the Senate June 14 
(Including Amendments by Senate March 31 and by House June 5 

and by Second Conference Committee June 11) 

S1Jonsore<l by Sen,CJ.tors GUC)EI\fJ~ft) TIJCJl\.N}"""!, fJQilVELL,, Representatives 
BYERS, BUNN, GROENEH, J:ONES, LINDQUJST, WALDEN 

§'VJniH¥iU-}J6]! 

'£he foHovving gvJIUi.1fll'Y ls n·::it prepareU by 1.he LJpon.sors t 1.2 the 
Jneasnre r,nd is not n pa:rt of the body thefeo1 ~ub;iect to con.-., 
sidei:·ation by the 7.....egislative f;_sr-;ernbly, It is a.n. editor's brief 
staten1ent oJ; the essen:1J.al f.eatw:e:~ of the ~neastn·c. 

Requires field burning pern·J.its to be isr.uecl i11 certain counties by Dem 
part1nent of Environ:.11ental Quality. Perrnits Ji:nviro11rnental Quality Corn~ 
mission to delegate duty lo deliver permits to county governing body or fire 
chief of rural fire protection district. 

Requires field burning, jnsteact of being bC111_ned after January 1, 19'/5j 
to be phased clown to not more than [50,000 acres after 1977] 95,000 acres 
in 19'77. Therenfter, perrniis for the burning of not n1oxe t11a:n 50,000 acres 
i11ay he issued after tnld_ng into con.sitlcration certain factors. Requires 
corn1nission ~Had lcgislaH.ve .con1rnittee to Ji'ClJ;)f,_'t to F'ifty~ninth ·Legislative 
Asse111bly recon1n1en:d~tious for possible n.1orli£icatio11s . F1errnits Governor 
to allow exceptions in case of extren1e h.?1rclship or otl1er specified condi­
tions. Shd:cs legislative poiicy that pern1ii:s are to he issu_ed for hul'ning 
n1axhuun1 acrcagc·s specified only upon certa.in co:ndit.ionll. 

I-tequires Envjronrncntal Qurtlity C_orn1nission, in 1naking ruJes govern­
ing field burning, to co11sult \Vi th certain other agencies and pern.1its ·it to 
consul-I. ·vvith. ceri~in other agencies . · 

Requires person seeking pern1it for field burning to subn1it stntcn1ent 
that acreage to be burned will be planted to seed crops other than cereal 
grains v1hich require burning. Pern1its contrary pJanting in case of crop 
failure, 

f-l0'.l!.'i2:: M'.nttcr in 1:1oh1 fitc~1 1n 11n on1cndf:>d ~1ection Is nc\v; inatter· [Untie attd brack .. 
ctcd] i.s exL">tinlj 1u-.;v t.o Le on1ittcd; cornplete ne\v secHo:uG begin \Vith 
GEC'l'JON'. 
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C-Eng. SB 311 [2] 

Creates Oregon Field Sanit11tion Committee to replace present field 
bur11h1g cornmittce. Prescribes rnembcrship and duties of co1n1nittee. Makes 
comn1ittce special advisory committee to con1tnlssion in adopting rules 
related to field burnir:ig. Jl.cquircs cornrn.ittce to report quarterly to Lc:gism 
Iativc (;oxr1rnittec on Trude and Ecunoinic Dcvelopinont. Authorizes co1n­
mittee to nssist persons wishing to use nlternative methods of field sani~ 
tation <:1nd stravv utilization by 3sststing in purchase and lease. 

Requires a11nuDl registration v.rith coltnty governing body or fire chief 
of rural fire protection district of acreage to be burned. Requires fee for 
per1nit by clepartn1ent of ~;3 per acre in 1975) *4 per acre in 1976 1 $5.50 per 
acre in 1977 and ~;8 per acre thereafter. I-lequirc::~ refunding of fee \vhere 
burning is accomplished by mobile sanitizer. [Requires refunding of one• 
half of fee where sf;rffw was removed pi-ior to burning.] Requires payment 
of 20 cents per acre of fee to county governing body or rural fire protection 

·district for adn1inistrntion_ of registration. I{eguires tlO cents of acreage fees 
to be deposited in srnoke rnanag·e111ent fund. lnc1ud~~s nr•prr_}vcd .sJt.ernative 
field sa:nitntio:BJ. a.n_d i;\s·:x"vv u.tili:z2i\!:iun. and dis}_JosaI n1ethods v;ithin definition 
of "polXutXou. cor:-:i.trol fa.c:iiityn for purpuses of tax c:reCTits. 

Provides civil per1alties. 

JV[al.;:es rEJlatC:cl cl1a.ngr~r;. 

Declares emereency. 

' ' ' 
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1 A BILL FOR AN AC'l' 

m Helating to field burning; creating new provisions; amending ORS 468.140, 

8 468.290, 468.455, 468.460, 468.'1-05, 468.470, 468.475, 468.480 and 468.485; 

4 appropriating money; and declaring an emergency. 

6 Be lit Enacted hy the Peopl.e of Hie Stnfo of Oregon: 

6 §EC~'!ON 1. Section 2 of this Act is added to and made a part of ORS 

1 468.155 to 468.485. 

fl SECTION 2. (1) On and after January 1, 1975, permits for open burn-

0 ing of perennial grass seet! crorx;, annual grass seed crops and cer(eal grain 

to crops arc required in the counties listed in subsection (2) of OHS 468.460 

15\ and shall be issued by the Departrn.ent of Environmental Quality in accorcl­

i2 ance with air pollution control prncticres and subject to the fee pre3cribed 

18 in OHS 468.480. The permit descdbecl in this section shall be issued in con" 

U junction with permits required under ORS 476.3i)Q or 4'1&.960 .. 

'·~ (2) The Environmental. Quality Cmmnission may by rnle delegate to 

16 any cotu1ty court or board. of cou11ty corn1ni.ssioners 01.· :f:ire cl1ief of a rural 

~.7 fire protectio11 di3trict the duJy to deliver perrr1its to· burn acrenge provided 

zg such acreage has been registered pursuant to paragraph (a) of subsection 

w (l} of ORS 468.480 and fees have been paid purnmmt to paragraph (b) of 

20 subsection (1) of OHS 468.480. 

:n Seetion :i. ORS 4,G8.290 is &mended to read: 

fJZ 468.290. Except as prnvideil in this section and in ORS 468.150, 476.380 

fnl and 4'18.960, the air pollution laws contained in [OnS 448.305, 454.010 to 

~~ 454.040, 451.205 to 454.255, 154.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.1.25, 454.505 to 

flli 454.535, 454.605 to 451.745 a.nd] \his chapter do not apply to: 

£G (1) Agricultural operations and the growing or harvesting of crops 

B'I and 1.he raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be-

88 subject to regulation [under this section, ORS 468.455 to 468.485, 476.380, 

z~ 476.990, 478.960 and. 478.9fl0] pmrm~nt fo this 19W Act ; 

(2) Use of equipment in agricultural operations in the growth of crops 

81 or the raising of fowls or animals, except field burning which shall be sub" 

8~ ject to regulation [tinder ihis section, ons 168..155 to 168.485, 476.880, 4'16.990, 

M 478.960 a.nd 478.990] prnrsuant lo. Hit• 1975 Ac'c ; 

i'. 
ii 
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(3) Barbecue equipment used in connection with any residence; 

~ ( 4) Agricultural land clearing operations or land grading; 

a (li) Heating equipment in 01· used in connection with residences used 

4 exclusively as dwellings for not more than four families; 

0 (6) Fires set or permitted by any publi.c agency when such fire is 

6 set or permitted in the pel'formance of its official duty for the purpose 

7 of \:veed abaternc-!nt, prevention or e1in1ination of a fire hazard, or instruc·· 

0 t:Ion of employes in the n1ethods of fire f.igl1ting, Vv'hich in the oph1io11 of 

i; tl1e agency is necessary; or 

10 (7) Pires set pursuant to permit for the purpose of instruction of em­

li. ployi::s of privatP. industrial concerns in methods of fire fighting, or for 

12 civil d.efe:nse instructio11. 

Section 4. ORS 468.455 is arnended to read: 

468.455. In a concerted effort by agricultural interests and the public 

l.5 to overcome problems of air pollution, it is the purpose of [ORS 4G8.455 to 

16 468.185, 476.380 and 478.960 to phase out open field burning in the counties 

17 listed in subsection (2) of ORS 468.160 when a feasible o,ltcrnative method 

l9 of field sanitation becomes avai.la.b!e, to fix tt specified d<tte for terminntion 

10 of D'pen field burning anti, further, to enconrage stabilized acreage until 

20 feasible· alternative methocls of field. sanitation become available] this 1975 

~·1 Act to provide incentives for developn1cnt of alie:r:n?itives to open fiel.rl 

ga burrui.ngJ to phase Ol'{t open fic!d burning ~Hd to develop fe-asl.ble alternative 

~D rn.ethodr~ of field sr.n.itation and stra\v utilization a.n.d disposal. 

M Section 5. ORS 46S.4GO is amended to read: 

2u 468.460. [After ffn. a.lterr·1.atfve rn.ethod of field sa·n.itatiori is certfiecl 

ll~ nnrlcr ORS 468.170, and, becomes available as provided 'in subsection (2) 

ST of ORS 168.170;] hi onlel' fo regulate open field Imming pmstiant to ORS 

~s 468A'l5: 

£~ (1) In such areas of the state and for such periods of time as it considers 

~O necessary to carry out the policy of ORS 468.280, the commission by rule 

Ul may prohibit, restrict or limit classes, types and extent and ainount of 

U2 burning for perennial grass r,ced crops, annual grass i:.:eed crops [,] and 

H~ grain crops [and other burning] . 

) 

... 
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1 (2) In additio1i to but not in lieu of the provisions of O!fl.S 468.475 nnd of 

3 any other rule adopted under subsection (1) of this section, the commission 

S shall adopt rules for Multnomah, \Vashington, Clackamas, Marion, Polk, 

4 Yamhill, Linn, Benton and Lane Counties, which provide for a more rapid 

B phased reduction by certain permit areas, depending on particular local air 

0 quality conditions and soil characteristics, [of] \he extent, type or amount 

? of open field burning of perennial grass seed crops, annual grass seed crops 

a and grain crops [after an] and the uvailnhility of alternative [method is] 

o 111ethoc1s of field sr1nitation and stra\v u.Lilization 3J:td disposal. [certified 

10 under ORS 468.170.] 

D this sect.ion~ the co1n111i2.sio11 shall con.sult witl1 O·reg·on. r-:;tate- lJniversity 

u ai1d the Oregon Ficlll~ Sanjtation Cornrntittee and n1ay coJ1s-:llt \vith. th.c Soil 

141- Conservation. Service, the fti>.gl'~cuJ.t.u.ral Stabilir.ntion Con1rni:Ssio!!1J the State 

1::1.ll Soil nnd "\Vate:r Co11servatio11:l!. Con11.nission and other interested nge11cies. 

ll.@ 'l'he Oxegox~ Field Sanitation. Co1n_n1ittee shall art as a special advisory 

'17 con11uittee to the con1J11ission. in the pro:rnulg:-1tion of such Jt'Ulcs. 'rhe co111 .. 

1B 111issiou n1u.st revie1iv and shcf\.V on tl1c r.ccord the: reccnn1nendati0:n .. s of th.e 

19 Orcgo11 Field Sanitation Co1nrn]ttee in pr<H1HJ1,ffat.ing s1icl1 ruJes. 

20 [(3)] (4.) No regional air quality control authority shall have author·, 

21 ity to regulate burning of pe~·ennial grass seed crops, annual grass s<Y<Od 

z2 crops and grain crops. 

2~ Section 6. OHS 4fi8A65 is amended to read: 

2~ 468.465. (1) Permits under [Oll8 476.380 and 178.980] section 2 of this 

mi liY/5 Ad for open field burning of cereal grain crops shall be issw~d in the 

gs coun~ics listed in subsection (2) of OHS 468.460 only if the person seeking 

n1 the permit submits to the issuing authority a signed statement under oath 

•~ or affirmation that the acreage to be burned will be planted to see.J. crops 

t--9 other than cereal i;r:;;ins \Vhich :requh.·c fla1nc sauit-utio:n_ {or proper cttlti .. 

20 vation, [fa!! legvmes or perennial. grasses. However, no open field btirning 

31 of ccrca.! crops shall uc permitted in 1.he comities listed in subsection (2) 

sa of ons 168.160 after .January 1, 1.975.] 
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1 (2) 'fhe department !lhall imped ccrm1! grain crop acreage burned pur· 

2 sua11t to subsection (l) of this scdion after v!anting iu the following spring 

t to detemtlnc cmnplia11cc with subsection (l.) of this section. 

« (3) /!J.ny r•erson planting em>.tmry to the 1·cs1.rictions of snhscction (1) 

G ol' this sedimi. shall be assessed by the dq;artimmt a civil penalty of $25 

6 for caeh &el'e planted contrary to the testrici:io11s, Any fh_1c,r; eollceted. hy 

7 the tlcpartment µ11rsmmt to this subsection shn!i lie usc1l. hy tlw department 

ltl Section 7. OR1S 468.4?0 is arnended to read: 

:w 468.t!'IO. [(1) E:ccept as provicled in ORS 468.475, open field. burning of 

19 perennial. grass seed crops and annual gTass seed crops s/iall be subject to 

20 regulation und.er OR.S 4G8.150, 476.380 and 478.960 only until a committee 

21 clescribecl. in wbsection (3) of this section certifies the avai!a.bility of <t 

2z successful, ferLsible alternath,c· to open fie1d burning in suffici.ent quaniity 

is to sanitize gn1ss fi.elci,s, Po-r i;l1.e P'<lrposes of ORS 468i150, 116.380 and 478.960, 

2~ annual grass seed crops, perennial grass seed crops and. grain or grass stub-

2o ble shall be eons·id.ered to be combwitible material.] 

26 [(2) 11s such alternative methods becom.e avililable i:ii quantity suffi· 

Z'I cient ·fo allow phased. reduction in b1Lrning, the commission may begin to 

28 phase oitt in proportion to such availability the burning described in ORS 

20 168.460.] 

llO [(8) '.!'he co•mmittee shall consist of two members representing agri­

Sl culture appohitecl by the Directo1· of Agriculture fmm a !fat of five nom· 

02 inces sv.bmit.tecl Ly the Oregon Seed Council, two rnem.bers representing the 

u~ pub!.ic appointee! by the director of the department and a fifth menibllr 

'') 

". 
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1 appointed by t1ie Governor. Members shall be persons k.nowlecl.geable con­

s cerning agriculturn! practices and air quality control prnctices which are 

a the subject of ORS 468.455 to 468.485.] 

4 [(4) In addition to its other cfot:ies rnider this section, the committ.ee 

B shall monito1· the programs for develo1mient of feasibl.e a.lternative methods 

6 of fieltl sanitation, sha!l make i·ccommendations for the resea.rch and de-

1 ve!opment of wch method" to the J oin'i Committee on Ways (!nd Means 

g d11ring the legislative session or to the Emergency Board d11ring interim 

D periods and, after consultation with the department, shall establish stand-

10 arifo nnder which certified alternatives are to operate cis long as the com­

ll miltee is in existence.] 

~.2 [(5) In exercising its d·uties under wbsectiMis (1) and (4) of th'is sec­

U tion, the committee shall certify alternatives and establish standards only 

l~ after public hearing a.t whi.ch interested persons are afforcled an oppor-

16 tunity to be heard and for which notice is given in a manner reasonably 

1.~ calcnlated to notify interestec! persons of the time, plcwe Clnd s11bject of the 

1~ hearing.] 

1g (l) The Oregon Fi.f:ld Sanitntioll.11 Cont.1.1nHtee Is cs1.Hhli.s~&cd m~d for th.e 

19 pl11'pnses of this 19'l5 Act shall he l'eferretl to as th.o "coxrnnittcc." Th.e 

2ti co1'11Jnj.tte0 shall co11sist of two n1en1bers r0r~resenting a~·riict1dture nppoin.tet.~ 

::31 by the ~)ire:ctor of fe_gTi{nlh.u:e fx£fn1 a list of ff.ve uoiriinecs su.hro.itt.ed h~l 

~2 tl1e Or·0gon Seed Com1~ii, two Yt1cni:ibe1·s KGJ.:1rese1rnth~g the p~tb"iic apr,oini:c(i 

211 by Htc cllreci()r of the deymrimeni and a filth member ap1ioi:nted hy the 

p,4· ({ovcrl:lor. lV{embct•s shall be tJ~:rsons t:.:n.o\vleclgcfii·hle co11c0rnit"'g agritul. 

mB tural IH'flctices nnd. nh~ tftH'.t]ity (~onti'ol ptattf.ccs \Vhicl1 nre th.e su.bjcct of 

~3 held l1y the field bnr.ning cornJCr1itttee esi~lblishctl 1nu.'suant to section 11:~ 

£9 clrnpl.ci: 563, Oregon Luws 19H (regtilm· session}, which comm.Hiee is abol· 

80 ishcd. However, mcmbcrn of the ficli! lwmivg rnmmHtee slu>ll be the mcm-

81 hcrg of the field snuitution co.n:11uittee nn.i H theh.· tern1s expire i~u.rsuunt to 

62 subscdimt (3) of !his section. 

~$ (:J) The ~crm of office af °'""'h awinbel' of I.he cmmai.Heo is fo11r ycm·s, 
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1 but a member may he xenwved foy cause. By lo!, the committee shall select 

~ two of its members whose terms expire on December 31, 1976 nml one o( its 

8 J11<nnbers vvhose texrn expires Dccc1nber 31, 1977. The rcn1nini.ng me1nbers' 

4 forms shall expire on December 31, 1978. 

6 (4) '.['he commiftec shall: 

1 five lnethods of field sanitatio111 and strn'tv t1tili1,atio:u and dis1losaI; 

1& tensive u.se of such 111ethods; 

1G contributions frorr1 within and outside thi_s state, gJt·ants and gifts; and 

l.G (c) Itcport qunrtcdy to the Lcgisfativc Commi.tttee on Trade and Eco· 

'Z'l uorn.ic Dcvelop1nenl on the progress being rnade in tliscoveriug ri..:nd lltiliz~ 

10 it1g alter:nntives to open field butning. 

ibl (5) Subj0e~; to the HJi.1'fl1'oval 0£ tl10 ExecMiive IDeyH\l'1b11ent, tb.e co1n.:m.ii;.., 

~a bm:-x,In.g; 

t~ (11) Ap11ly for m1tl obtafo rm fonts hi. the name af the Sfa.te of. Oreg<:m 

~ and assign. such. itights therein as lhe cornrnittce corisi<lct's appropriate; 

M (c) Emplo;v such pe;osormd as is required to cnn:y cmt the duties 

1~11 assigned f'D it; and 

filB (d) SeH nnd dispose of all surplus property of the committee, includ· 

Z"1) iug hut not lhuil:cd to stra\v-·hascd products produced or n1anufnc(ured by 

f.0 the con1tnittce, 

~1 SEC'NON 8. Sections 9 and lO of this Act are added to and made a 

~$ part of ORS 468A5o to 468.485. 

&~ SI~C'!'XON !I, '.l.'he commission shall establish emission standards for 

u~ certified pJternative methods to open field burning. 

( 
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l SECTXON 10. The department, in coordinating efforts under this 1975 

2 Act, sh a JI: 

8 (1) Enforce nll field burning rules adopted by the commission and all 

4 related statutes; 

5 (2) Monitor and prevent unlawful field bmning; and 

G (3) Aid fire districts in carrying out tlwiJ: responsibilities for aclmin-

'1 istering field sanitation programs. 

B Section 11. OHS 4GB.4'/fi is amended to read: 

9 468.475. [After January 1, 1975,] (1) No person shall open burn or 

10 cause to be open burned in the counties specified in subsection (2) of OHS 

n 468.460, perennial [grass seed crops used for grass seed prod11ction] or an-

1~ 11ual grass seed crops used for grass seed production_ [.] or cereal grain 

ill crops, unless the acreage l1as br:~en registered pttrsnrnJt to ORS 4G8.4-80 and 

u the permits required by ORS 468.150, 4'/G.380, 478.960 and section 2 of this 

15 1975 Act have been oMained. 

lG (2.) Except as rnay be provided_ by rule under ()RS 468.460, the 111axi~ 

1/l n11u11 total registered acreage allovvecl to be open burned pt1l·suanJ to sub-

1Il section (1) of this section shall be as follo\vs: 

19 (a) During 1875, not mm·c than 235,000 acres may b0 burned. 

20 (b) During 1976, i1ot n1ore than_ 195,000 acres 111ay he burned. 

21. (c) During 107'1) noi n101·c than 95,000 acres n1ay he burned. 

23 (d) In 1978 and each year thc1·ealicr, the con-iJnission, after taking into 

23 consideration the factors lisle<l in subsection (?..) ol ORS 4G8.4GO, may by 

24 order issue pern1its fot the burninrr of .n.ol In.ore than 50,000 acres. 

25 (e) rrhe acreage a1.11ounls provide-cl in parr.nraplts (c) :=ind (<l) of this 

26 subseciiou are declarc<l io he the go~ds of the Fifty-eighth Legislative Asp 

27 se1nb!y. The co111n1ission nnd the IA~gislaiivc CornrniLtee oa r.lt'rade and Eco~ 

29 uon1ic Devclop1ncut shalt report to the Ii'ifty~rdnfh Legislative Asse1nbly 

29 'vitl1 their rccon1n1cndations for possible inodifications. 

30 (3) Jn the event nf the registration of tnore than the n1axiinu.n1 allo\v .. 

31 able acres for open burning ~n the counties sr1ccified ;.n. snlJsection (2) of 

32 ORS 4G8.4GO, the conunissioni nfler conr.nltation \Vi!h the cornn1it(cc, by 

fl3 rule or order n1ay allocate perrn.ils for acreage hnso<l on particular local air 

I 
I 
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1 quality conditiou, soil charactcx·istics 1 the type or a1noun.t of field burning-

2 or crops, the availability of altc1·native n1ethods of field sanit~iiou, the 

8 date of registration, prop·oriional sharei or any reasonable classification. 

4 l?'riority shall bQ given to use of available alt.crnati1i'CS io open field burning 

6 i11 Lane County and priority areas in other cou11ties listed in subsection (2) 

I> of ORS 4G3.460. 

1 (4) H is !he intent.ion of the Legislative Assembly that permits shall 

0 be issued for the n1axhnrnu acreage specified in subsection (2) of this 

fJ sect ion for each year recited therein only if the co111_n1lssion finds after 

10 hearing that: 

!l (a) There- arc in:';Hffl-cien,i nnrnbers of \Vorkable iuachjncs that can rea~ 

12 sonably be: inadc avt.:ilahlc to .s~nitize the acreage if an ::J('l'eage :i.·eduction 

14 (h) 1'hcrc a1·2 insufffcien.t n1cthods availtJ:ble for stra\v ntilizatio:u and 

1G dis.posnI; Find 

xa (c) Il',f:asonahie effoti·s have been n1nde to develop alternative 1.11ethods 

1'1 of field sanita(ion and straTv utilization and disposal, aml such methods have 

18 been utilized to the 1n.a::'d.nn.u-n xcasonah1c extent. 

19 (5) The (~avernor, up(111 finding of extre1ne h8J.'dsh~.p, disease- out~ 

20 break, insect infcsta.tion or ix:reparal;lc darr.1.age to th.e IarJ.d, n1ay by 0>1°{!e.1· 

21 perlnit enierg,ency open hurnlng· of n10.re acreage than .. aJlovvcd by suhsection 

7,2 (2) of fhis section. Upon a finding of exh:t:,n1c danger to public health. or 

23 safety, t:he G-overno:r rnay ot·d:.3r ten1porary cn1erg0ucy cessation of all open 

2~ field hurnii:-i:_g· in any area of the counties lXsted in_ subsection (2) of OI?iS 

25 4G8.4GO. 

20 (6) 1l 1he con1111ission shall o.ct on nJ1y application fot a per1nit under sec~ 

27 (ion 2 of this 1975 Act- "iVHhin GO days of rcgjstratio11 and rl:"ccipt of the fee 

2B provided in OFtS 468.480. t~uch ot.Iicr decisions as n1ay he required under .. , 
j;i) this section 1nust b{~ n1adc hy the co1nnrission on or before Ju1y 10, 1975, 

80 and on or before June 1 of (>ach subsequent yenr. 

3! Section 12. ORS <JG8.4l\O is omcncled to read: 

468.480. (1) (a) On or liefm·e July 1, 1975, and on or before April 1 

Bil th.c county c.eln:t or hoard of county <.·.01n1nissio-ncr~.; or 1hc fjre chief of n 

.· I 
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1 l'tu·al f'ii·c protection d.istric1~ nr his designat.ecl representative, the it1u11 .. 

a her of acres to be hurned in the rc1naindcr of the year. flny person register .. 

3 ing aficl' the daies gµecified iu t.his subsection shall pay an additional· fee 

~ of $1 per acre registered if the la!e regisll'ation is due to the fault of the 

6 late rcgisi.r;:int or one under his contro1. Late regist.raiions 111ust be np~ 

G proved by the department. Copies of the l'egistrntion form shall be far .. 

1 \Varded to the dcpart1ncnt. 'I'he required i·cgistTatiou rl!usi. be n1ade and 

o the fee paid hP.fore a pern1it shaH he issued under r.ce!.ion 2 of this 1975 /~ct. 

!J (h) Except as provided ia paragraph (c) of this subsection, after ~:he 

10 effective date of this 1975 11.d, the Executive Department shall collect H f cc 

11 prior to the issuance of any pexrnit by ihe Dcpart1nent of Environ111e11i0l 

1~1 (~uality for open buxning of peYennial or an_nual grass seed crops 01 cereal 

1.Sl grai1r. etn)}S uDder ttd.s 1tt75 /ie,L 'r11e Exe-c1ttiv0 IJep-ari!<rH.'7'.:•.t n1ay con.tract 

~~ ·v,d.fh counties and rural lire }_Jroteetiun d~stricts far the collection of the 

1U. fees vvl1icit :;h_(:;.Il be lorv;rnrdett to the }8:ir.e-cutive })e.partn.ie111;. TI1e arnnunt 

~,a c,f: the foe shall Le $3 h1 rn•n;, :f;4 in 19'/G, $5.SO· in 1977, and :18 in any ycou" 

17 tlii.ereaft(;';Y", pe:r acre of crnp· hur1i}ed" 

lr. (c) 'l'he fee i"B'JUiJ:Nl by j>P.tsgtaph. (b) OI this f:Uhsed,ion sl1nJI be l"il•• 

'.19 fu.~1ded for any acreago vtrhere efficient bu1~li1ing of Btnhhl0 is Gccon11vHs]1ec] 

~~ -vvith eq11Xprnent u_sh1p; 81:1 ~ltKiH.2:L'Y fu:eJ. oT· 111nbiie iield :~ri.nJ.tiz:c.r whicl1 I-ias· 

21 bc~u approvttl by tl10 con1<1"nittC'.c n:nd the depart111ent f(rr field sanitizing 

22 purposes or for any acreage H.ot burned, 

23 (2) 'l~b.e r~xecutivo 1:Je1n11·tn10nt sI1all pr+y to tl1e comr.ty nr- lJoard 0£ 

24 cou:n.ty cont:n1fr~sf:_nner:·s o-li.· t}io f~re cb.icf of th.e rri.raJ fil'e proteetioJ1:1 d~stJ.:ict, 

20 l\J.nt tiu CJ(Cced ZO ee:r1ls pet ncte :eegistcri;_:J) to cover the cost of and to be 

20 -u:scd so-!eiy fo:-c the p1n1J:osc of nU1nini~-:terii;-_1g the progran1 of xogir,trafj_ou of 

2;1 nr:rcnge to b£> bn1T1.edi issun:ncB of pl~r1nitsi J~eeping of records and oth.(~r 

2D inrd.f.1..\tS directly re1aie;_l ~o agri.cullurat field bur:ning. Fifty ce11ts of tlu:: 

29 nc:rcngo fees shall he tle11.::1sifed in a sep~l'atc fu11d to he used for llie sn10]::0 

80 111nn~ge-1ncn.t p1·og;rnn·, -;,.vhir.h :;hall he conducted by the Dcpartrneni of 

31 :r~_nvironn1i!'J1ttal (i'.tinlity in. conpcration "Vvith the 01·egon Seed (~onncH and 

~a other nffcct~d ng:cncics. 'J:hc Depari1ncnt of l~nvironn1cntal ({uality shali 

t~i.i: cuutract \-vilh the Orcr~·oa Seed Council to c.n·e:nn.izc rtu:nl fire protection 
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1 districts and gTo\vers, coordinate and provide con11nunicaiions, hil'c ground 

2 support personnel, provide aircraft surveillance, provide such added other-

8 support services as are n1utttt:llly agreed upon and advise the depart111cnt 

4 \vhcn crops in each area a1·e rcndy fol' burning. I-Io\vever, if a rcasonahlc 

6 contract cannot be agreed upon, the dcpartn1cnt shall provide such scrv~ 

o ices directly or lJy con_traci'ing \vith such <Jther entity as it reasonably 

7 shall c!clcrminc. 

ti recei\red ptu.'~~u~rut to suJ:1scction (1) of {his st•.ctiou to- he <lcpHsitcd in tI~·e 

10 Stato r.rxcasnry to bt~ credited to the account of tl1e com1nJJtee estahlislH~d 

u muler ORS 4G8A'llJ foJ: US<! ns Jll'C•videc! ln OIW 468.485. [Until and alter-

12 native method is certified wuler ORS 4G8.470, or until Jantwry 1, 19'15, 

J$ 'lllhi-chever occurs first, the co11.nty co'Ll.rt) board of county comrnissioners 

H or the fire chief or his desigiwted representa.tive shal! collect a fee, except 

Ill as provided in paragraph (b) of this siibsection, p1·ior to issuing any per-

16 mit for the open buming of perennial m· anniial grass seed crops, 01· 

l'I grain crops under ORS 47'6.380 or 478.960. The a.mo1P1t of the fee shall be 

1B dete1·mined by the committee established purmant to ORS 468.470 and 

l.!I sha!! not exceed $1 per acre of crop bmnecl.] 

20 [(b) The fee req11ired by paragraph (a) of this stibsection shall not 

21 be collected where efficient bnrning of st1lbble is accomplishccl with equip· 

23 ment nsing auxilia.ry fuel 01· a mobile field sanitizer which equipment 

23 or Mnitizcr has been approved uy the commiUee and the department for 

24 field sanitizing pu.rposes.] 

~5 [(2) 7'he collecting officer shall retain such portion of the acreage fees 

20 received purrnant to subsection (1) of this section as is sufficient, in the 

Z'i jndgment of the committee, in consultation with the collecting officer·s, 

2B to cover the cost of and to be 11sed solely for the p1lrpose or administering 

29 a program of registration of fields to be burned, collecti.on of fees, issucrnce 

SO of permits, keepi·ag of records and other matters directly related to agri-

31 cnltmal open field burning. Ten cents of the acreage fee shn!l be clepositccl 

!IZ in a separ·ate fund to be used for a smolce management program which 

88 shall be conclllcted by tl1e Oreg-on Seecl Com1ci! in cooperation with the 

DG department.] 

) 

) 
f' 
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1 [(3) The collecting officer slwll cause the balance of acreage fees re-

2 ceivcd p1lrsuant to subsection (1) of thLs section to be credited to the ac­

g count of the committee established under ORS 468.470 for use as provided 

4 in ORS 468.485.] 

6 [ ( 4) Nothing in this section relieves cmy person from the req1li'l'ements 

G of olJtni.ning rr burning permit in accordnncc with ORS 476.380 and 478.960.] 

7 Section 13. OHS 468.485 is amended to read: 

a 468.435. All moneys [from acreage fees] e<>lleded m1.dcr paragraph 

9 (b) of suhsedlon (l) of ORS 468.480 [and 1lnder section 2, cha.pte1· 578, 

i.o Oi·egon Laws 1973, receit,ed by the committee established pnrsuant to ORS 

n 468.170] 01· received pmsnaut to this I9'i'!i Act, except fines, shall be segre-

12 gated from other funds and used solely for [smoke management and] ad-

13 n1i11istrn{ive expenses or the co1un1itiee and fol' developn1ent and den1on~ 

:i.1. stration of alternatives to agricultural open field burning ~»n<l 111ethods of 

l& stra1.v utilization anCT disposal . [The corrt?nittee 1nay ente7- in.to contracts 

16 with p1lb!ic and private agencies to carry 01it the purposes of this section. 

1'1 The committee shalt give first priority to the development of and. clemon­

l.B si:ration of the feasibility of a mobile field incinerator.] 

19 Section 14. ORS 1,GS.140 is amendeci to read: 

20 468.140. (1) In addition to any other penalty provided by Jaw, any 

21 person who violates any of the following shall incur 8. civH penalty for each 

zz day of violation in the arnount prescribed by the schedule adopted under 

2a ORS 468.130: 

2; (a) The terms or conditions of any permit required or authorized 

25 by Javl rn1d issued by the departrn_ent or a regional air quality control 

26 authority. 

27 (b) Any provision of ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 154.04.0, 454.205 to 154.255, 

28 454.315 to 454.355, 454.405 to 454.'125, 154.505 to •154.535, 45-1.G05 lo 154.'715 

29 and this chapter. 

80 (c) Any rule or standard or order of the comrnlssion adopted or issued 

81 pursuant to ORS 448.305, 454.010 to 4M.04.0, 451.205 to 151.255, 454.31i5 to 

32 454.:355, 454.405 to 454.425, 451.505 to 454.535, 154.605 to 454.'745 and this 

!l:l chapter. 
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l (d) Any xulc or sfandcml or order of a regional authority adopted or 

a issued under authority of subsection (1) of OHS ~GB.535. 

8 (2) Each day of viob\i.on under suix<ection (1) of this section constittites 

.fl a separate offe11se. 

r, (3) (a) In addition to any other perinlty provided by law, any person 

6 who intentionally at iwgligently causes or permits the discharge of oil 

'I into the waters of the state shall incur a civil penalty not to exceed 

n the amount of 1:20,000 for e11ch violation. 

o (b) In addition io frny other penalty provided by law, any person 

10 wJ10 vio1utes the terrn.s or conditions of a per1nit auth_orizing ':vaste dis~ 

:tJ. charge into the \VHter;j of the state or violates any lav11 rule, order or 

12 stand8.rd in OHS '148.:JO!i, 4M.010 to ~54.010, 454.2oti to 454.255, 'J!i4.315 to 

1.S 454.3551 4.51.105 to 451 . .tJ.251 4.54.505 to 454,53fi, 454:,605 to 4:54.7115 and this 

14 chapter reluting to water poliution shall incur a civil penalty not to exceed 

15 the an1011.nt of $10,0GO fo.r eDel1 dny of vioI£1tion. 

16 (4) Pl'.tag.rnphs (c) und (cl) of subsection (1) of this section do not 

17 appiy· t.o violBtions of raetor ·veb.iclc e1nission sta11dards. 

l.tl (5) 11,J'Dlwilh.standh~tl" thiB J.i;.nitc of suhsor.tlo$l (l)- of Ol"tS 468.130 ar1d 

27 S!~C'1~1orir 15. Aftc~r ?.Jtcrnat.ive n1ethods for- field sanitation and straw 

28 nti!izalion and disposal l're approved hy the committee and the department, 

29 "pollution control facility," ac; defined in ORS 468.15b, shall include such 

80 approved nlternative rnc-thoLls and pcrE;ons purchasing and utilizing sucl1 

81 methods shall he eligible for the benefits ellowcd by ORS 468.155 lo 468.190. 

82 SEC'I110N 16. 'This i\ct being necessary for the in1n1cdiate preservation 

83 of the public peace, hcnlllt and safely, an emergency is declared to exist, 

~~ and this Act takes effect on its passage. 

---~---<'---~-
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Item A 

Proposed 

Temporary Rules 

Oregon Administrative Rules Chapter 340 

Division 7 

72-010(1) Delete the fee table and substitute the following: 

11 Subsurface or Alternative Se\-vage Disposal System Fee 

Construction Installation Permit [$50) $100 

Alteration Permit [$15] $ 25 

Repair Permit [$15] $ 25 

Extension Permit [$15] $ 25 

Sewage Disposal Service Business License $100" 

72-010(2) Delete the entire subsection. 

Substitute a new subsection 72-010(2) to read as follows: 

"A twenty-five dollar ($25) fee shall be charged for renewal 

of an expired permit issued under ORS 454.655. 

72-010(4) Add a new subsection (4) to OAR 72-010 to read as follows: 

"(4} Pursuant to ORS 454.745(4) as contained in Section 10 of Chapter 
167, Oregon Laws 1975, and to requests of the respective governing 
bodies of the following counties all of which have agreements with 
the Department under ORS 454.725, and notwithstanding the fees listed 
in subsection (1) of this section and subsection (1) of section 
72-020, the fees to be charged by the counties of Clatsop, Crook, Curry, 
Deschutes, Douglas, Hood River, Jackson, Jefferson, Josephine, Lincoln, 
Linn, Malheur, Marion, Sherman, Tillamook and Wasco shall be as follows: 

New Construction Installation Permit 
Alteration, Repair or Extension Permit 
Evaluation Reports 

$50 
$15 
$25 

except that in Douglas County the fee for alteration, repair or 
extension permit shall be $5." 

72-020(1) Evaluation Fees - Delete "$25" and substitute "$75". 

72-020(2) Delete the entire subsection. Renumber 72-020(3) as 72-020(2) 


